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NEW WINDSOR ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 65-2-12 
^ X 

In the Matter ofthe Application of MEMORANDUM OF 
DECISION GRANTING 

BELA FAMILY PARTNERSm? AREA VARIANCES 

#98-28. 

WHEREAS, BILA FAMILY PARTNERSHIP, with offices located at 158 North Main 
Street, Florida, New Yoric 10921, has made application before the Zoning Board of Appeals for a 
variation in the paiidng space size, 4 ft. maximum building height, 19 loading berths, 7 ft. setback 
for retainii^ wall and sign variances: 1 additional Pylon, freestanding agn, 410 sq. ft. total area 
for each ft^eestanding sign, 20 ft. height variance and higade signs for tenants not to exceed the 
minimum allowed, for reconstruction of a large shopping center located at Big V Plaza on Route 
32 in a C zone; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on the 14th day of September, 1998 before the 
Zoning Board of Appeals at the Town Hall, New Windsor, New York; and 

WHEREAS, the Applicant appeared by James G. Sweeney, Esq., Cabot Hudson, P. E. of 
Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Ken Nara of PEG/PARK Architects and Retail 
Consultants, and Jeff'Rosenberg, a partner in Bila Family Partnership; and 

WHEREAS, there were 15 spectators appearing at the public hearing; and 

WHEREAS, 7 spectators spoke, neither in &vor nor against the Application; and 

WHEREAS, a decision was made by the Zoning Board of Appeals on the date ofthe 
public hearing granting the application; and 

WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals ofthe Town of New Windsor sets forth the 
foUowing findings in this matter here memorialized in ftirtberance of its previously made decision 
in this matter: 

1. The notice of public hearing was duly sent to resid^its and businesses as prescribed by 
law and in TheSentineL also as required by law. 

2. The evidence presented by the Applicant showed that: 

(a) The property is a commercial property consisting of a large shopping center located 
on a busy commerdal highway, in a commercial neigliborhood. 

(b) The Applicant seda the instant variances in connection with a reconstruction ofthe 



shopping ceatet. 

(c) The Applicant seeks seven variances: (1) number of parking places and the size of 
each parking stall; (2) building height; (3) rear yard k>t line; (4) a truck-loading berth variance; (5) 
pylon signs; (6) ground directional signs; and (7) fe^ade signs. 

(d) With respect to the parking variance, a variance for the number of parking places 
was akeady granted in 1989 of 213 parking stalls. 

(e) With respect to building height, a 13 ft. maximum building hdght variance was 
previously granted and this Applicant seeks only a 7 ft. maximum building height variance. 

(f) The Applicant claims that the "industry standard" for parking spaces is that they 
measure 9 ft. by 18 ft. with a 24 ft. aisle width. The proposed changes in the New Windsor Code 
would permit spaces of 9 ft. by 19 ft. with a 25 ft. aisle width. 

(g) The rear yard variance is requested in order to reconstruct and expand an existing 
retaining wall and to make it more esthedcally pleasing and structurally sounder. 

(h) The proposed retaining wall will be slightly relocated fi-om its present location so 
as to promote loading configurations behind the retail stores and provide a smooth traffic flow in 
and around the back of the stores. 

(JL) The proposed structures will be significantly different in appearance than the 
existing structures and will have, in many cases, pitched roo& as opposed to the present flat roo6. 
The existing fieestanding bank building on the premises will be demolished and relocated and the 

parking will be significantly reconfigured. 

0 The allowed signage on the property will be changed so as to eliminate the present 
boxed signs and substitute »gns for each mdividual tenant having individual letters. The 
Applicant jHoposes that the allowed individual signs be grouped for tenants under 75 ft., tenants 
between 65 and 225 ft. in width, and larger tenants. 

(k) Currently the signs allowed for the existing Big V and Caldor are some 9 ft. in 
height as opposed to 3.5 ft. aSkxwed in the Zoniiig Local Law. The Applicant is proposing to 
reduce those signs to 6 ft. in hd^it, still requiring a variance but redudng the size of the signs. 
The Applicant is proposing signs of 2 ft. by 30 ft. for the stores under 75 ft. in fiontage and 4 ft. 
by 40 ft. for the stores between 75 ft. and 225 ft. in width. The site is iqyproxhnateiy 29 acres in 
size and most of the buildings are more than 300 ft removed fiom the roadway.. 

(1) The Applicant is proposing four pylon signs, one along Temple Hill Road, one along 
Old Forge IM Road, and two ak>ng Route 32. The Applicant is also proposing directional signs 
for the two major entrances. 

(m) The Zoning Local Law permits one directional sign. In view of the size of the 



project, the Applicant is requesting more directional signs than the local law pennits. 

(n) Many of the existing signs are located in the setbacks. The Applicant proposes to 
remove those signs &om the setback and to make the signage unifonn. 

(o) The proposed retaining walls in some places will be closer to the property line than 
the existing retaining wall to permit the straightening and extension of the wall. 

(p) There is a substantial difference between the level of the existing shopping center 
and those of the adjacent properties a grade difference of 17 plus feet approximately. The 
Applicant proposes a construction of the center that will flatten the over-all grade of the paridng 
lot. 

(q) The proposed shopping center will contain two anchor stores and a number of major 
tenants and the requested hdght of the pylon sign is a matter of proportion and is necessary to 
accommodate »gns for the anchor and major stores. 

(r) The shopping center as constructed is designed to hold approximately 25 tenants. 

(s) Because of the location of the proposed shopping center, the Applicant anticipates 
that it would have a tendency to have much more pass-by traffic than would a so-called "regional" 
mall. The reorganized circulation of the proposed shopping center would place most of the 
parking in fi'ont of the uses and not behind the uses merely to satisfy zoning requirements. 

(t) The layout of the proposed shopping center includes islands, drives and breaks the 
parking fields down to much shallower ones, and spreads them out along the fi'ont of the 
proposed stores, distributing them more evenly. 

(u) The layout of the proposed shopping center contains concrete curbs, m '̂or trees and 
plantings at the end of each isle, taking up some space, but providing definition and attractiveness. 

(v) The Applicant agrees to modify its application so that the sign pylons on Old Tangle 
Hill Road and Old Forge Hill Road are to be rechiced to ground size, i.e. approximately 6 feet 
high. 

(w) The existing Burg^ King sign will be removed v/hea the landlord next has an 
opportunity to do so. 

(x) The proposed retaining wall will be placed in an existing slope area with a cutting into 
the slope to make it uniform. 

(y) If the proposed retaining wall is built, the adjacent residents will have no visual 
change. 

(z) The h e i ^ of the shoi^ni^ center as it is proposed will not be Ugher than the existing 



shopping center. 

(a-1) The Applicant proposes to place a 6 ft. high chain link fence on the top of the 
retaining wall, if it is allowed. 

(b-1) The propos^retaining wall will be 4 to 6 ft. from the property line and a variance 
is requested because it would still be within the required 10 ft. setback. 

(c-1) The Applicant agrees to construct the parking stalls as 9 ft. by 19 ft. with a 25 ft. 
aisle, the same as is in the proposed amendments to the Town of New Vfmdsor Zoning Local 
Law. Accordingly, the Applicant is requesting a variance of 453 parking spaces. 

(d-1) The Applicant agrees that if a variance for 453 parking spaces is granted, that will 
be the extent of the parking variances and it will supersede and supplant the previously-granted 
variance of 213 and the Applicant will be entitled only to a variance of 453 spaces, not 666 
spaces. 

(e-1) A 4 ft. building height variance is requested although the Applicam is not sure that it 
will ultimately be necessary. 

(f-1) With respect to loading berths, there are a number of small retail stores that do not 
need their own loading dock and so the Applicant is requesting permission to put in only 15 
spaces, which is 14 speices less than the required 32 spaces. The Applicant is therefore requesting 
a variance of a reduction of 19 spaces. 

(g-1) The Applicant is requesting a 7 ft. variance for the retaining wall ance it will in 
spots encroach as much as 7 ft. into the required 10 ft. sedmck. 

(h-1) The Applicant has requested two pylon agns to be no h i g ^ than 35 ft., an 
additional two pylon signs to be no higher than 7 ft. 11m. and fti^e signs for each tenant. 

(i-1) In addition to the forgoing, a variance is requested for the fi-eestanding sign as 
described in the application. 

WHEREAS, The Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of New A îndsor makes the 
following conclusions of law here memorialized in ftirtherance of its previously made dedsion in 
this matter: 

1. The requested variances will not produce an undesiiable change in the character of the 
neigU>orhood or create a detriment to neaiby properties. 

2. There is no other feasible method available to the Api^cant wfaidi can produce the 
benefits sought. 

3. The variances requested are substantial in relation to the Town r^iulations but 



neverthdess is warranted. 

4. The requested variances will not have an adverse effect or nnpact on the physical or 
environmental conditions in the nei^iborhood or zomng (fistrict. 

5. The difiBcuhy the Appficant 0u;es in confonning to the bulk regulations is self-created 
but neverthdess should be allowed. 

6. The benefit to the ^plicant, if the requested variances are granted, outwdghs the 
detriment to the health, safety and wd&re of the ndghboriiood or community. 

7. The requested variances are appropriate and are the miiuinum variaiices iiecessary aiid 
adequate to allow the Applicant relief from the requirements of the Zoning Local Law and at the 
same time preserve and protect the character of the ndghborhood and the health, safety and 
wel&re of the community. 

8. The interests of justice will be s^^ed by allowing the granting of the requested area 
variances. 

NOW, THE31EFORE, BE IT 

RESOLVED, that the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of New Windsor GRANT a 
request for a variation in the parking space aze, 4 ft. maximum building hdght, 19 loading berths, 
7 ft. setbadc for retaining wall and sign variances: 1 additional pylon, fireestanding sign, 410 sq. 
ft. total area for each fteestanding sign, 20 ft. hdght variance and fii^ade signs for tenants not to 
exceed the minimum allowed, for reconstruction of a large shopping center located at Big V Plaza 
on Route 32 in a C zone, as sought by the Applicant in accordance with plans filed with the 
Buikling Inspector and presented at the public hearing. 

BEITFDRTHER 

RESOLVED, that the Secretary of the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of New 
Windsor transmit a copy of this dedsion to the Town Clerk, Town Planning Board and Appficant. 

Dated: Januaiy 25,1999. 
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BILA PARTNERS 

James G. Sweeney, Esq. appeared before the board for 
this proposal. 

MR. NUGENT: Refererd by Planning Board for variance 
for parking space size, maximum building height, 
loading berths and signs at.Shop Rite Plaza in Vails 
Gate in C Zone. Is there anyone here for that? I 
think everybody is here for that. Please sign the 
paper so we can get y6ur names and address properly. 

MR. SWEENEY: Why don',t we get started. For the 
record, my name is Jim Sweeney, I'm here on behalf of 
the applicant, Bila Family Partnership. And we were 
here before you a month or so ago and I have basically 
the same team of people with me tonight to explain the 
nuts and bolts of the proposal, which is a package of 
variances, it's not terribly dissimilar from the 
package of variances that were involved in the Rite-Aid 
application that you just heard. I have with me Cabot 
Hudson from Langan Engineering who will speak to the 
parking situation and also Ken Narva from PEG/PARK or 
the design group will put together the design for the 
proposal that is in front of you and he will speak to 
the sign aspect of the variance. Actually, the 
variance application is for a package of what I term to 
be seven different variances. One and the primary one 
is dealing with parking and the size of the parking 
stall and the number of parking spots that are 
involved- The second is a building height variance. 
The third is a rear lot line variance which deals more 
with the retaining wall than with the structure, 
retaining wall along the back of the property line and 
the fourth is a truck loading berth variance and the 
fifth, sixth and seventh are really sign variances, but 
they break down into three different ones, pylon signs 
variance, a ground directional sign variance and a 
facade sign variance. That is the package of them all. 
With regard to the parking variance, you may remember 
that there is already in place a parking variance that 
you granted back in 1989 and as a result, with some 
modification of the plan that have occurred from the 
time that we were here last time on the intake 
application, the actual number of parking spots that 
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we're looking for and I handed out a parking comparison 
and if you look in the required column, you'll see 
there's a requirement with the type of square footage 
we now have in place requirement for 1,704 parking 
spaces and we're looking for a variance for the number 
of spaces at 1,298^and that is with 9 x 18 inch, yeah, 
9 X 18 foot stalls and 24 foot aisles. When you build 
in the 213 parking spots that were allowed by your 
September, 1989 variance, the net difference is 193 
spots that we would be looking for. And that is a bit 
less than we spoke about at the intake meeting that we 
had a couple of months ago, we spoke about 2 26. So we 
have gone down to 19 3 ̂ with those dimensions. In terms 
of the building height, we're looking for essentially 
the same thing we were talking about before, which is a 
3 0 foot, I believe a, excuse me, we're looking for 
about a 7 foot variance and I remind you again that 
there's a 13 foot variance already in place. Now, 
true, that variance was probably at the time it was 
granted in 1989 directed at the clock tower and so 
forth but there's a 13 foot height variance already in 
place. There's no truck loading berth variances and 
sign variances that are in place, so they are new to 
you and we'll be speaking to them directly. I think 
the best thing to do at this point is to let Cabot 
Hudson come up and speak to you with regard to the 
parking which is you know from our prior experience is 
really a whole different configuration from the 
existing parking design of the facility and you're 
aware and I think the public is aware, I hope they are 
aware that it is really a completely renovated site at 
the shopping center that we're looking to do with the 
over-under parking, with the redesigned buildings that 
you see in front of you which give it a much better 
atmosphere and I'm not really going to speak to that 
but Cabot is the one to speak to about the parking. 
Cabot, would you give them a little bit of your wisdom 
and knowledge concerning the need and the type of 
design that we're looking for here? 

MR. HUDSON: My name is Cabot Hudson, with the,firm of 
Langan Engineering Environmental Services headquartered 
out of Elmwood Park, New Jersey. Before I go into the 
parking, I just wanted to give you an understanding, I 
know you've gotten hit with a plan not too long ago. 
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The difference between this plan and the plan you saw 
when we were last before you there's about five 
integral changes to it. One is just actually a couple 
of them are just basically configuration changes, these 
changes have been made in response to specific 
interests in the property. Basically, this area has 
been changed from a configuration standpoint. The bank 
area where previously we were trying to make use of 
this area, we have now abandoned that building, it 
would be set for demolition, a bank will be replaced in 
this area of the property and a reconfiguration of this 
area, actually make it more efficient than it was 
previously because of t̂he angle of the bank and angle 
of the existing retail, we found we could make it more 
efficient if we did that. In addition to that, also to 
try to mitigate some of the parking deficiencies, we 
have added another row underneath where previously you 
saw this was approximately 73 spaces, it's now up to 
113 because we have dug still deeper into the site. 
And the last change basically was the addition of 
retail center in this area and parking for that use 
there. I think that covers basically all of the 
changes from the old plans and the new plan. There's 
an approximate difference of about 6,0 00 square feet 
from the previously submitted plan, I believe this plan 
has about 3,000, previous plan had approximately 
297,000, so they are very similar in use from tha,t 
standpoint. Parking space size, I believe Jim handed 
you the handout, I think my recollection is that you 
asked us to give you an approximate breakdown of what 
would happen to the site if we used per existing code 
what would happen to the site if we went with I think 
what's proposed in a new code which would be the 19, 9 
X 19 with a 25 foot aisle and what were proposing here, 
as.you can see, between the 9 x 19, there's an 
approximate loss of 49 spaces, equal to about 5 percent 
of the site, and you can see if we go to the 10 x 20 
with a 25 foot aisle we have a loss of approximately 
200 spaces. The 9 x 18 with the 24 foot aisle 
basically industry standard from what our practice has 
seen and what from a lot of the major tenants have been 
requiring of us. One of the reasons that we still want 
to incorporate it into the entire site is basically, it 
lessens what we have to ask you for on the other end so 
it's kind of like a chicken and egg, if we go with the 
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larger space size, we have to ask you for a greater 
number of variances in the number of spaces. If we go 
for the lesser size, we have to ask for a lesser 
number, regardless, that's where we stand with the 
parking. We have in accordance with 1 think one of the 
planning board member's request increased the main 
drive aisle up to 25 feet as you can see in other areas 
of the site where the main trafficking aisle is, we 
have left it at 30 feet, or maintained it at 30 feet in 
areas where majority of the through traffic or the 
customer traffic is gbing to occur. So, that is 
basically where we stand on the parking scenario. On 
the other two variances that I am going to speak of, 
one was the variance requiring a retaining wall to be 
viewed as an accessory building or accessory use to the 
project and as such, could be placed no closer than ten 
feet to the property line. If you are familiar with 
the site behind the building, there's an existing 
retaining wall, which is very close, if not on the 
existing property line. It's in severe disrepair so as 
a minimum, what we're requesting to do is go in and 
rebuild that retaining wall and make it one 
aesthetically better and two structurally more sound. 
In addition to that, because of the way the site's laid 
out now currently it jogs in in several places and jogs 
back out towards the property line. We wanted to make 
it more uniform to help to enable loading 
configurations behind these retail stores and provide a 
smooth traffic flow in and around the back of the 
buildings. To do that, we even end it out with the 
worst case scenario behind the existing Caldors which 
currently exists today, not only for an accessory use 
but also for the main building, I think is in need of a 
variance or was granted a variance previously. So, we 
basically extended that wall along the property line 
and straightened out the configuration behind those 
buildings so because of that, we need a variance to 
construct that wall within that setback area. And 
loading berths, basically, in my mind loading berths 
are just a function of whatever use you have. The two 
big users here exist. Shop Rite and existing Caldors 
already have in place their existing loading areas or 
what they need to facilitate their needs with regards 
to the rest of these stores, the loading can vary 
depending on who the final tenant is. Typically, with 
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a larger store of 3 0 to 40,000 square feet, they have 
one or two loading berths, these smaller stores have at 
best one loading berth. In most cases, there may not 
even be room for that, but they are basically supplied 
by small UPS type trucks. Federal Express type trucks 
depending on their deliveries and situations like that. 
So basically, all we're asking for is to allow us to 
provide the loading that would be sufficient for these 
uses to operate. Again, you can see between retail Bl 
from B5, there is basically a series so one loading 
area is going to serVe all five retail stores. There's 
no room or facility to do anything else because they 
are serviced from the^interior. So again, our request 
for a variance stems from the actual use of each of the 
retail tenants. 

MR. SWEENEY: Okay, Ken Narva will probably address you 
regarding the two or excuse me, the three aspects of 
the sign variances that we're requesting. I want to 
point out, in fact, before I even do that, I want to 
introduce another member of the team who is Jeff 
Rosenberg, who is the primary partner in Bila Family 
Partnerships, so he's here to see how you operate and 
perhaps to help us come to some resolution here. As I 
told you, the sign variances break down to the 
freestanding pylons and then into the ground signs and 
facade signs and Ken, being from PEG/PARK, is quite 
knowledgeable and I'm going to ask him to speak to 
that. 

MR. NARVA: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen of the 
board, my name is Ken Nara, founding principle of 
PEG/PARK architects and retail consultants 
headquartered in White Plains and have a national 
practice in retail design all over the United States. 
I'm not sure why the members of the public are here, 
specifically, I know this is a hearing for variances, 
but maybe I would take a minute to explain a little bit 
of the plan because I'm not sure. 

MR. NUGENT: They are going to have an opportunity to 
speak. 

MR. NARVA: I don't know if anybody has explained what 
is being produced. 
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MR. NUGENT: The more they know, the better. 

MR. NARVA: I think perhaps one of the most important 
things and you have seen this, if I can just pull this 
forward a little, the application that came before this-
was for a new retail building, I'm sorry to block you, 
a new retail building across the street and somebody on 
the board referred to it as a fairly large building. 
It was 11,000 square feet. Just to give you a frame of 
reference in the scal^ this project is 3 0 times larger 
30, 3-0, of which 90 percent of it exists today. We 
have a project that fu|ictionally and we believe 
physically is at the end of its life. It's 
functionally and physically deteriorating. What the 
Rosenberg family is attempting to do is to reconfigure 
the project in a way that reflects retailing day number 
one which means more of a Main Street community 
approach, but really, at the same time, solves some 
very major site issues on the property, primarily on 
the side that faces the commercial district and Route 
32. Parking, grading, landscaping, site lighting, I 
don't think anybody would have described the existing 
project of any architectural merit, we really consider 
it fairly architecturally unfortunate is the word we'd 
use today. And like a lot of buildings around, to 
their credit, the Rosenbergs are going to spend a great 
deal of money here without a significant retenanting. 
The two specific tenants have less leases. Shop Rite 
and Caldors have leases until my grandchildren are 
around and married. So, we're attempting to renew an 
existing facility and their investment in the 
community. We work on millions of square feet all over 
the country and with the Rosenbergs in particular, find 
it very encouraging where they are spending the 
dollars, so it's a recycling of the physical plant and 
a retenanting of secondary spaces offering them to new 
retailers into the marketplace keeping the two primary 
anchors there. Our job was to do this planning along 
with Langan and a group of other consultants to ensure 
that we brought the site up to today's standards for 
not only zoning and planning board guidelines but for 
the public. And they are basically taking the entire 
existing building, rip it down for the most part and 
start over. We have completely eliminated enclosed 



September 14, 1998 51 

mall area which was here. It doesn't work, it never 
did, it's sort of a hybrid,* it's not a mall, it's not 
an open area, the pedestrian circulation is very 
important and reinforce it with a lot of streetscape, 
sidewalk, lamp posts, planting, graphics signage all 
becomes important and the-architecture changes very 
significantly. This is the front of Shop Rite, 
basically, the entire, front comes down and I don't 
remember now, but there's this gigantic front that sits 
there so scale becomes important, roof pitch becomes 
important, we have introduced a more, in a way, a more 
residential approach breaking the scale of the 
buildings down, instead of this very tall fascia. In 
case anybody forgets, this to this, so we go down to 
steel, we start all over again, break the building down 
so that stores are more easily identifiable. And what 
happens is doing this rather quickly is that enclosed 
space that used to be here is brought out to the corner 
more towards the corner of Route 32 and Old Temple Hill 
Road to extend the face of the shopping center to that 
key intersection. As Cabot mentioned before, the 
existing bank's demolished and replaced here and new 
retail pad is placed out here. The rear of the 
shopping center is cleaned up, but because of what 
surrounds the site and the grades and the fact that the 
two big anchors are staying, aside from that, there's 
little work happening except repaving and curbing and 
things but no new construction happening in the back, 
this is new, used to be here, it's been taken down and 
replaced, so that it can reflect the kind of retailers 
that will be here, not just in the near future, but in 
the fairly long term. So that there's a center that 
has a community nature to it, this is not a regional 
property, this is a property for the immediate three, 
four mile circulation, which is what happens when 
you're anchored by a supermarket and a discount 
department store which serves that immediate community. 
Now, that gets us to hopefully that is a little 
helpful, there will be obviously meetings before the 
planning board, I'm not trying to make this into a 
planning board presentation, but because there,is 
enough of you here tonight, I thought it would be 
worthwhile to give, you a little background. Signage 
wise, no reflection on the ordinance, I'm chairman of 
an architectural review board in Westchester County, I 
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have written several sign variances and the minute we 
write them, it's obsolete, very hard thing and 
difficult thing to do. But our objective here is 
really twofold, we want to establish signage control 
for all tenants, no box signs, everybody know what a 
box sign is, just a box, not individual letters. It's 
the cheapest kind of sign and they are all over the 
front of this existing building right now. Really not 
a nice good idea and we'll not allow that kind of sign 
on this building. All that will be allowed here is 
individual channel letter signs, so the size of signs 
become important. We're in many cases more than 3 00 
feet back from the road, which is a significant 
distance. So we have tried to organize the hierarchy 
of signage here for tenants under 75 feet, tenants 
between 76 and 225 feet in width and then tenants that 
would be bigger than that. Right now, the existing Big 
V sign and Caldor sign is some 9 feet in height, your 
ordinance allows for 3.5 as a maximum in height when 
you're more than 3 00 feet back from the road. We're 
proposing a maximum of 6 feet for the Shop Rite sign 
and the Caldor sign remember not box signs. And we're 
proposing two feet by 30 feet for the stores under 75 
feet in frontage and 4 feet by 4 0 feet is for the 
stores of 75 feet to 225 feet in width. Give you an 
example, if you had a Barnes and Noble and they were 
here and they were occupying 25,000 square feet, ,or 
store like that, they may take 100 feet of frontage so 
we're talking about a sign 4 feet in height that may be 
40 feet long or about 160 feet and I'm going to move 
this back so we can go through, show you a couple 
examples. I'll do this for both the board and the 
public. This is, everybody see, this is the existing 9 
foot high Shop Rite sign and Caldors sign. What we're 
proposing is a maximum of 6 feet, something like here 
you see in the middle. And the gentleman before me 
made an important point which is you always try to deal 
with the scale of the sign or graphics and signage on 
awnings and directional signs as part of an overall 
scheme that is appropriate within the scaling of the 
buildings and the size of the project itself. So that 
Caldor sign or that Shop Rite sign are a much smaller 
buildings, little bit more residential in nature 
pitched roofs and they make more sense to us that way. 
This is an example of a couple signs from the Cortland 
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Town Center that was completed very recently, one is 
for Party City, the other one is for Office Max, make . 
sure everybody can see the size of these signs and they 
fit into the size here and Office Max sign of 4 feet 
and Party City's at two feet and Block Buster's at two 
feet and The Home Place was at 6 feet because that was-
a store that had a great deal of frontage. This is the 
existing center today, you can see all those box signs 
so what we're proposing requires a variance the exact 
number of that for the satellite tenant of up to 75 
feet, we're proposing'*2 x 30 which is 60 square feet, 
right now, we're allowed, you're allowed a maximum of 
25 square feet or 2.5 ^imes ten or 3.5 and maximum up 
to 35 square feet, if you are more than 3 00 feet back 
which we are in a lot of cases. So there, it's 3 5 feet 
versus the 60 we're requesting. For the medium size 
major tenant, something like an Office Max or Barnes 
and Noble, we're asking for 4 feet by 40 or 160 square 
feet and for the really big anchor like Shop Rite or 
Caldors, we're asking for 6 x 40 feet which is 3 00 or 
240 square feet. 

MR. TORLEY: Do you have copies of that? 

MR. SWEENEY: This is on page 45 of your application. 
Do you have your application? 

MR. NARVA: In addition to that, there are pylons and 
directional signs, we have site, that unlike the 
previous application, which is like one and a half 
acres, this site isn't 30 times as big, but it's close, 
it's more X think about 27 1/2, 28 acres is where we 
ended up 29 acres with the additional parcel on Old 
Temple Hill Road Road that we're using so concern about 
access and visibility along 32 is important. We're 
proposing four pylon signs, one at Old Forge Hill Road 
entrance to the project, two along Route 3 2 because one 
for each tenants, major tenant and one just as you 
approach the project on Old Temple right at the 
beginning of the project on the south side of the site. 
And then as you come in the two major entrances, two 
directional signs which are ground signs, which there 
doesn't appear to be anything in your ordinance to 
cover. Now, the ordinance allows one directional sign 
for retail projects, obviously, something of this 
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magnitude almost 30 acres and 3 00,000 square feet of 
space, one directional sign or one sign representing 
the project aside from the shear linear feet of 
frontage on three roads would be difficult. We're 
proposing that they are architecturally important which 
means that with their anchor to the ground with 
masonry, they are designed internally illuminated and 
the signage on each face is very controlled, a logo is 
developed for the project, and a real pylon gets 
developed. Same thing with the ground signs, they 
become part of the arbhitecture of the project itself. 
If you look now along Route 32, you have one hodgepodge 
of signs of all different sizes and heights. Even some 
of the signs in the setbacks themselves. These are 
some of the signs that exist on the site, we want to 
move the Burger King sign out of the setback, move it 
back into the site from here to here and then introduce 
these pylons as you can see the two directional signs. 
So, it's really a combination and then we have on the 
building a lot of awning, we use a lot of awning in our 
projects and there is signage on that. Each tenant 
that signs a lease on the project like this has to meet 
the signage criteria of the project, has to obviously 
submit it to the town, submits it to the landlord, get 
approved, only certain sign manufacturers can make the 
signs, only certain sign fabricators can install them, 
a project this size, it's a large community center. 
And it is very important that there be a control of 
signage itself. So I think to give a sense of the 
magnitude of this, the present ordinance allows for 
total area of 64 square feet of signage for the pylons, 
and in that case, just to give you a magnitude of that, 
I'm not sure how many times we're asking for more than 
that, but that is a really small area. That is like an 
8 x 8 sign on a project, that is several thousand feet 
of frontage and 3 00,000 square feet. I'm sure we can 
reach some reasonable compromise on that in a way that 
doesn't set a precedence that endangers the town's 
ordinance at the same time meets the retail objectives 
of a controlled design signage package for the project 
I think that is it. 

MR. SWEENEY: Okay, I think we have covered them all. 

MR. TORLEY: Where do you want to start, Mr. Chairman? 
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MR. NUGENT: We've got to work out each one as we go 
along. 

MR. TORLEY: My first question deals with the retaining 
walls. 

MR. NUGENT: We can open it up to the board, are you 
finished with all your presentations? 

MR. SWEENEY: Yeah, we are, we're here to answer your 
questions. 

MR. NUGENT: We can ask from the board any questions 
that we need to ask, hopefully, that will answer some 
of the audience's questions. What I think we should 
address each part of it as we see fit. 

MR. TORLEY: We started talking about retaining walls 
first, that's where I wanted to start. 

MR.NUGENT: That's fine, you can start there. 

MR. TORLEY: Retaining walls, are you at any point 
moving the retaining wall closer to your property line 
than it is now? 

MR. HUDSON: In some instances, the answer to that 
would be yes, along this portion back in here where 
there isn't a retaining wall now where one is being 
constructed and in these areas we're moving closer to 
the property line, yes. 

MR. TORLEY: What's the height of the retaining walls? 

MR. HUDSON: I think that the maximum height at any 
point is up to 17 feet for the majority of it, it's 
typically more on the order of six to eight feet. 

MR. NUGENT: Would you do me one favor? Turn that to 
the audience and let them see where you are putting the 
retaining wall. 

MR. HUDSON: Basically runs down, there's about two to 
three hundred feet there isn't one, then it starts and 
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runs back to where it exists today. 

MR. TORLEY: What's the maximum height of the retaining 
wall now? 

MR. HUDSON: We don't really know for sure, tell you 
the truth, it's approximately 10 to 12 feet, but it's 
not in any decent kind of shape to measure it, tell you 
the truth. 

MR. TORLEY: My question really is as you're putting 
this in, facade work, are you going to be actually 
digging out in the back and putting up a higher 
retaining wall overall than is there now, actually 
going to be cutting out more dirt in the back? 

MR. HUDSON: There's the one strip here that we'll be 
digging out. 

MR- TORLEY: That's the one strip that borders a whole 
lot of people's houses. 

MR. NUGENT: Take a look at this, Larry. 

MR. TORLEY: The one in the back is in pretty bad 
shape. 

MR. HUDSON: It's to make it a uniform run across the 
back here. So to answer your question, yes, that strip 
of land that exists. 

MR. NARVA: One of the things that would be helpful if 
you can explain the grade differences between the 
shopping center parking lot and the residents behind 
which is why this is so high, it's not sticking up in 
the air, it's a reflection of the grade differences 
between the two adjoining uses. 

MR. HUDSON: Where the residents are, it's 
approximately elevation of 315 where the road in the 
back is is going to be approximately elevation. 29 6 to 
292, I think at it's lowest point. 

MR. NUGENT: 19 feet. 
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MR. HUDSON: 17 feet roughly, okay, the side of it 
again we're not touching, any elevations along the 
property line, just the side of it varies from an 
existing of 296 roughly in here and then it goes down 
for drainage purposes to collection point here, that's 
about 29 3, 292. , • 

MR. NUGENT: Larry,- does that answer your question? 

MR. TORLEY: Yes, my next question is depending on I'm 
directing this to Mik̂ e, I gather the town board is in 
the process of reconsidering our parking space 
requirements and the proposal is 9 x 19 with 24 foot 
aisle. 

MR. BABCOCK: That's correct. 

MR. TORLEY: Gentlemen, you're saying overall the 
commercial sites in new malls going up are pretty much 
9 X 18? 

MR. HUDSON: That's correct. 

MR. TORLEY: I remember at the last presentation there 
was a standard proposal, I forgot the name of the 
group. 

MR. HUDSON: ULI. 

MR. TORLEY: Proposing a national standard of 9 x 18? 

MR. HUDSON: That's correct. 

MR. NUGENT: Have you parked over there lately, Larry? 

MR. TORLEY: I'm not worried. 

MR. NUGENT: I'm very worried about it. I'm very 
worried about 9 foot wide space, my car's got dents all 
over it from going over there, I'm very worried about 
that, I think I would rather give them a bigger 
variance for the number of parking places than I would 
to give them the change in width. 

MR. TORLEY: You'd rather ten foot than 9 feet? 
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MR. NUGENT: I'd rather ten foot. 

MR. TORLEY: I don't know if the length is as important 
as the width. 

MR^ HUDSON: The two tie into each other. The more 
that you have in length, actually the less you have in 
width, because it enables the movement into the space, 
if you get the middle of the space, there's not that 
big of a problem. What happens most of the time if 
there's a shorter distance or a lack of available 
moving room, people haye to, you veer towards one car 
and cut it back at the last minute. So you're too 
close to one car and people don't like to back in and 
out, so actually, they are related a little bit, the 
lengths with the widths. 

MR. TORLEY: My point you'd rather see 10 x 18 than 9 x 
18? 

MR. NUGENT: I'd rather see 10 x 20, personally, I need 
a little explanation on that while you're up on this 
parking comparison that you gave us, on the 10 x 20 
spaces with a 25 foot aisle, you're saying that you 
would lose 200 spaces, is that less the variance that 
we already gave you? 

MR. HUDSON: That would be increasing the variance of 
19 6 or whatever by 2 00. 

MR. SWEENEY; It would bring it up to 396. 

MR. NUGENT: Which we gave you a variance of not 
including that. 

MR. HUDSON: Not including that, correct, so it would 
be short from 406 to 606 or if you took the existing 
variance out would be 396. 

MR. SWEENEY: Understand. 

MR. NUGENT: You'd be short. 

MR. HUDSON: Yes. 
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MR. TORLEY: This is such a major reconstruction of the 
site, at least mentally, I'm going to be looking at 
forgetting the existing variances for which you're 
looking for your changes starting from scratch, if this 
was coming in as brand new, you'd require how many 
parking spaces? 

MR. SWEENEY: 1,074. 

MR. TORLEY: You're pVoviding, if you use the 10 x 20 
you're providing 1,000? 

MR. SWEENEY: 1,049. 

MR. TORLEY: So you're short several hundred? 

MR. HUDSON: Correct. 

MR. TORLEY: Even at the best, you're still going to be 
short 400. 

MR. SWEENEY: 406. 

MR. HUDSON: Correct. 

MR. SWEENEY: That is without again without the 
variance. 

MR. TORLEY: I know, I'm just mentally looking at this 
because most of it isn't there now, given this, and my 
recollection as it is now, that the parking lot really 
doesn't get more than about 75 or 8 0 percent full most 
days except for on Christmas and all bets are off 
around Christmas. 

MR. HUDSON: That's correct and I would say it would 
even be less than that. 

MR.NUGENT: I don't have a calculator, what's 7 5 
percent of 1,700? 

MR. TORLEY: About 127 0. 

MR. NUGENT: 9 x 18 you're right on. 
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MR. HUDSON: Again, with all 'due respect to the board, 
the 9 X 18 has not only been established by ULI, but by 
the tenants themselves, they don't want dents in cars 
anymore than the customers wants dents in his car and 
10 X 20 space, I am absolutely certain does not prevent 
dents in cars because typically, that happens when 
people aren't paying attention and just swing the door 
open. So that being the case, again, considering both 
points, the amount of usage at any given time, other 
than a holiday peak f^r the center as well as trying to 
consider what both the tenants and the customer and 
just proper planning projects, we think that the 9 x 18 
is adequate. Ideally, if we had all the room in the 
world just like you might use an I beam instead of a 2 
X 4 is it going to be stronger, yes, is it necessary, 
not necessarily. 

MR. TORLEY: One of the things as I recall from your 
earlier presentation is as part of this, the overall 
grade of the parking lot will be flattened out so you 
won't have the big long slope for a shopping cart to 
have the head of steam. 

MR. HUDSON: The intent is to not only provide more 
parking is also to take the monstrous grade change 
between Shop Rite and the grade above it out of the 
picture so all the spaces are a lot more usable and 
flat. 

MR. SWEENEY: For those of you who don't know what ULI 
means, that is a group, a national group that does 
analyze and set standards for land use policy 
throughout the United States taking into consideration 
industry standards, board's concerns, public comments 
and so forth, they are a very well recognized group 
that's been around a long time. 

MR. TORLEY: Other question I had was on signage but I 
will hold off on that, 

MR. NUGENT: I'd like to ask one question on the pylon 
signs, you based on, unless I haven't read far enough 
yet, I didn't really get a chance, what was the height 
of them? 
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MR, NARVA: 35 feet. 

MR. NUGENT: Is there a major reason for 35 foot high 
signs in lieu of say a 20 foot high sign? 

MR, NARVA: Just a matter of proportion of the sign and 
realizing that one would be for one anchor, one would 
be for the other and probably a couple tenants. 
Remember, the number of tenants here you're not going 
to get them all on a ^ign. You don't want to. But 
you're going to have over a period of time three or 
four or five major tenants, two anchors and so even 
with that, we're looking at signs that are not 
particularly large, they may be ten feet by four feet 
high, some of the signs in order to fit on a pylon 
because the pylon we're talking about is not only the 
sign, it's the structure and architecture, so it's 
taking the time to put the base and top on it, that is 
the sign itself only makes up less than half of that 
but what we believe if you look at what happens along 
the street, you just don't want signs, you want to try 
to make them more architectural in nature. This is an 
example of one that came up at Cortland Town Center. 

MR. TORLEY: So you're looking at roughly approximately 
25 or so tenants all told? 

MR. NARVA: Could be, I mean that would probably change 
as times change a little bit, yes, 25. 

MR. TORLEY: But if you go to the mall at Nanuet, 
they've got one big sign that says Galleria. 

MR. NARVA: There's a very big difference. 

MR. TORLEY: Not all the tenants are listed, those face 
in, rather than facing out. 

MR. NARVA: Without spending a lot of time talking 
about the concept of a mall, a mall by its nature has 
three or four anchors and it creates its own internal 
street and all the signage is internalized because 
people don't identify any particular tenant, you don't 
to go one tenant and leave. 
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MR. TORLEY: I'm not concerned about the signs you're 
going to have on the building because I'm glad to see 
you're putting in information and replacing the box 
signs, I'm thinking more of 35 foot tall stone pylon. 

MR. HUDSON: Just to add to what Ken said from an 
engineering standpoint, a center like this has a 
tendency to have much more of a pass-by traffic routine 
than would a regional mall, regional malls a 
destination people go'^there and hang out there in a 
situation like that someone might be going by and not 
so much for the Shop Rite or the Caldors, but for some 
of the smaller uses. 

MR. NARVA: I have a thought, I think that we could 
that you have to prioritize the signs and I think if 
you did that, our position I don't mean to cut you off 
but— 

MR. HUDSON: But you did. 

MR. NARVA: I think and I don't mean to turn my back on 
the public, it's hard to do both, but I think that the 
two signs on Route 3 2 are more important one for each 
anchor and the two other pylons aren't as significant 
and they are on smaller more neighborhood roads. . So 
two alternatives, one is that we keep the larger two 
pylons here, two, these become much smaller pylons or 
these could become ground signs, and just the two 
pylons here at the 3 5 feet, we would be comfortable 
with that. It's not inappropriate, it's not 3 2 where, 
it's on 3 2 where you're going faster, we need something 
to define the entrance, I don't mind making them either 
ground signs or compromising much lower 10 or 15 feet 
in height. We don't want to have any problem of any 
interference with neighbors who are residential there, 
that is a commercial street, it's been here a long 
time, the project, we do not want the implication to 
the residents, so we don't have a problem with that at 
all. And then two small ground signs interior because 
as you drive in through the entrance, you need to have 
some idea which way to go, maybe Caldors this way or 
Shop Rite that way, otherwise, people stop, they don't 
know where to go. You made a very important point, we 
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have really reorganized circulation on this site, site 
work is radical, it really is. basically a whole new 
site. And so the organization of that into pockets of 
parking is very important. It's the quality of the 
parking as much as is the quantity of parking. One 
other piece of information which is of value, in a 
traditional shopping center today, as much as a third 
of the parking to meet zoning is behind the building in 
a lot of places and nobody ever parks there. All of 
this parking, almost a hundred percent of it is right 
in front of the uses ind the lots are not too deep, the 
aisles are not too low, we don't have a parking lot 
that's got 800 cars inv it. As a result, between the 
islands, the buildings and the drives, we have broken 
the parking fields down into much shallower ones and 
spread it out along the front of these stores which 
means the quality of parking is better, it's 
distributed more evenly. One of the reasons the ULI, 
the ITE and all the groups like the 9 x 18 is because 
it reflects the size of most people's cars today. So, 
it's something that we use all the time and there's 
usually a conflict between the amount of paved macadam 
and the number of places, the amount of landscaping and 
the size of stalls and reaching a reasonable 
compromise. Here, if you look at the rendered site 
plan even here, we're making a big deal of the ends of 
each aisle, concrete curbs, major trees, plantings, so 
that you define those drives and walkways, that is very 
important, none of it exists today. So, it's not only 
that we're putting more cars here, and much better cars 
or staying in very shallow slopes and distributing the 
cars more evenly, we're taking what could have been 
parking places and putting landscaping, significant 
landscaping into the parking field, which is really 
much better because this project has tremendous 
frontage along Route 32 and it's perception as a 
project is very important. So the quality of the 
parking fields in our minds is just as important as 
quality of the building and you'll see a really a 
radical change to the perception of this site. So 
Cabot's group and we are working with tenants and 
ourselves and the owners, try to balance that, I'll 
tell you we've done major studies all over, nobody uses 
the parking, they think they need the supermarkets that 
says they need 5 per thousand never uses more than a 
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certain number and it's because people shop more often, 
two people working in a family, they shop at night, 
they shop in the day, it's really spread out, 
lifestyles have changed, it's a reflection on how you 
park. In a lot of communities today, the parking ratio 
is going down to 3.5 per thousand, you're going to see 
a change and really improvements into this site of more 
landscaping and the better quality of it s o — 

MR. TORLEY: So, you're talking Old Temple Hill Road 
and Old Forge Hill pylons to ground size which are, 
maybe look about 6 feet high? 

MR. NARVA: We don't have a problem with that. 

MR. KANE: Can you move on the 35 feet? 

MR. TORLEY: How tall is the Burger King sign? They 
wanted it taller. 

MR. NARVA: We could probably come down to 3 0 feet for 
those two but remember, that is not just the sign that 
is the architecture, it's 7 feet at the top so the sign 
really— 

MR. NUGENT: The two main ones I don't have a problem 
with. 

MR. KANE: The side ones because those are very small. 

MR. NUGENT: The side one's 15 foot, whatever we allow 
are fine. 

MR. NARVA: We'll make them ground but we really need 
the two. 

MR. TORLEY: What about the existing? 

MR. NARVA: Relocated if we can get rid of it, we 
would, but I think it's part of the lease, we don't 
have control of things that have been improved, before 
because we don't, it's not a, we would change the sign. 

MR. TORLEY: What about the Burger King sign? 
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MR. NARVA: We'll change the sign the next opportunity 
the landlord has control over that tenant. 

MR. NUGENT: Any more questions by the board right now? 

MR. KANE: No, let',s go to public. 

MR. NUGENT: I'd like to open it up to the public. 
Keep your comments brief, to the point and try not to 
be repetitious. 

MR. JACK BARRETT: I had a couple of questions, I came 
up here, name is Jack 3arrett, I live at 55 Vails Gate 
Heights Drive, which is right behind the proposed 
project. I didn't come up here with an ax to grind, I 
think it's very commendable at what I see. A lot of my 
questions have been answered by the gentleman that got 
up and addressed the audience. I do have a couple 
though, did I hear someone say or mention underground 
parking or basement parking? 

MR. NUGENT: Underground. 

MR. BARRETT: Where is that to be located please? 

MR. HUDSON: Basically familiar with the wite, you 
know, the big dropoff right in front of Shop Rite., 
well, basically we're going to eliminate that, we're 
going to cut out all that material and this area from 
here on over will be all level up in here, this area 
will be approximately ten foot lower beneath this area, 
will be covered parking, so it will be basically like 
the first floor of a parking deck. 

MR. BARRETT: Underground parking deck we had heard 
originally that it was supposed to be on top of the 
building. 

MR. HUDSON: No. 

MR. BARRETT: This was a rumor going around, a lot of 
people were concerned. How do you propose to exhaust 
fumes? 

MR. HUDSON: Well, actually, this situation, majority 



September 14, 1998 66 

of it will be open air, I think there will probably be 
some design for exhaust, we haven't gotten there yet, 
to tell you the truth. It's not a major requirement, 
it's open on two sides, the back the north corner may 
have some exhaust in it, it will come up from this 
building, it will come up through the building for the 
exhaust for that. That will be addressed in the actual 
design. 

MR. NARVA: It will come up from this corner right 
here. 

MR. BARRETT: That is .cause for concern, the other item 
I had— 

MR. HARVA: Why is that cause for concern? 

MR. BARRETT: We live behind that. 

MR. SWEENEY: We need to resolve these issues at the 
planning board. 

MR. BARRETT: I just want to know where I stand on 
this. The other thing was the retaining wall you said 
17 feet high? 

MR. HUDSON: In its worst case. 

MR. BARRETT: Approximately 3 00 feet long? 

MR. HUDSON: No, 3 00 foot reference came to a point 
where it doesn't start until you get 3 00 feet into the 
site and then it runs, you know, continuously where it 
exists today as well as certain areas in here where it 
doesn't exist. 

MR. BARRETT: Why so high? 

MR. HUDSON: Basically because there's a bump out of 
property that comes onto the site on this property that 
is now I guess slope area, we're just cutting back in 
so nothing changes up here, it's all just an existing 
slope that we're just cutting into and putting a wall. 

MR. BARRETT: There's a buffer zone, there's some green 
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trees and such but would it appear to be like a Berlin 
Wall, look out our back window and see this? 

MR. HUDSON: You won't see anything because you're on 
the high part. 

MR. BARRETT: But the grade variance, I don't believe 
it's possibly 8 feet and I don't know. 

MR. HUDSON: Depending on where you are, it's only 8 
feet, it's really just one section that is that high, 
somebody asked me for the worst case. 

MR. BARRETT: I hate to see my house go down because of 
a goddamn wall, excuse me. 

MR. HUDSON: From where you sit, whether it's this or 
it's 90 degrees, you're not going to be able to tell 
the difference, so from where you are as the residents 
there will be no visual change just on this lower side, 
it gets cut in inside of a slope. 

MR. BARRETT: The other thing was the height variance 
specifically what was that for? I notice in your I 
think it's one of your drawings there, 1 can't see 
something on the end seems to be rather high, is t h a t — 

MR. HUDSON: The tower at the end. 

MR. BARRETT: That's the reason for the variance? 

MR. SWEENEY: That's part of it, yes. 

MR. BARRETT: My question to the board w a s — 

MR. SWEENEY: The belfries are not part of the 
variance, that's an exception in the Town of New 
Windsor code, it's the overall height of the building. 

MR. BARRETT: See, we read this notice and it stated 
and a lot of us, the residents were totally unfamiliar 
what's the building height, the code requirement for a 
commercial building in the Town of New Windsor. 

MR. BABCOCK: Depends o n — 
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MR. BARRETT: I heard 24 feet. 

MR. SWEENEY: The requirement is 2 4 feet, the request 
is about 3 0 feet and there's an existing variance of 13 
feet in place, we're not going to be any higher than we 
are now. 

MR. BARRETT: With the old Shop Rite that's a truss 
roof and that thing is rather high, about 40 to 45 feet 
high, if you're requesting a variance going from that. 

MR. HUDSON: No, no, no, let me just explain, it's the 
area back in here and I don't think we even need it any 
more, tell you the truth, I'm not sure we can go back 
and look at that, are you, do you think we need one 
with the new plan? 

MR. BABCOCK: I'm not sure, we have to look at that. 

MR. HUDSON: We have to look at it but basically, the 
reason for the height variance, I was based on the 
distance from the rear property line, has nothing to do 
with making this higher or anything. It was really 
just because of the proximity of the existing buildings 
or previously, when we weren't getting into this, we 
thought we were too close over in here and we're,not 
anymore, so I believe we're okay, but this regulates 
how high the building is. 

MR. NARVA: Our highest point is lower than some of the 
buildings today. 

MR. BARRETT: Okay. 

MR. NARVA: No parking on the roof. 

MR. TED TANNER: Ted Tanner. I really like the 
concept, I think it's a great improvement over what you 
have there now. However, I think the parking's a 
disaster. I don't agree with your size for the spaces, 
I agree with the chairman, I think that that is a good 
size for a space, if you're driving a pickup or one of 
the new SUV's, one of the bigger ones, you're not going 
to get in that space. You just aren't. 
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MR. HUDSON: Okay. 

MR- TANNER: And I think that solution you offered was 
you'd come back for a larger variance, you can also 
have less square footage and'meet the parking. 

MR. HUDSON: Just so you know, too, the square footage 
increase on the site is very, very small for a site 
this size. 

MR. TANNER: I understand. 

MR. HUDSON: But the whole concept of coming back in 
and reorienting the parking and making it much more 
user friendly and much more efficient. The second 
point I would make before Ken jumps in here is twofold. 
One, I drive a Suburban, I know to drive a Suburban 
into a 10 X 20 space is very difficult, but as far as 
the majority. Explorer is the same basic wheel base as 
a Taurus, just higher off the ground, basically, I'm 
just going from what the ULS established. 

MR. TANNER: There's more vehicle there. 

MR. NARVA: I think— 

MR. TORLEY: I drive a Neon, so I don't worry about it. 

MR. TANNER: I don't, that's why I do worry. 

MR. NARVA: I take your comment in the right spirit, 
but that really that comment reflects on something we 
run into often which is take that building down let's 
make it a park. 

MR. TANNER: I'm not saying that. 

MR. NARVA: This building is very old and it's, I don't 
know if you take all the square footage well over 3 00 
square feet existing. It's not really the public need 
to know the total budget going in here, but the only 
reason you see the extent of improvements on this site 
is because we're able to reconfigure the existing 
square footage. The major tenants. Shop Rite and 
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Caldors, pay very, very, very little rent for a long 
long time. The Rosenberg family's commitment to the 
town is from my experience very unusual. Their 
commitment to dollars to this project is not a new 
building area but the site improvements, I find 
•extraordinary, the ̂ parking ratio— 

MR. TANNER: I'm not saying you have to make it 
smaller. What I am saying there's more than two 
alternatives, that's a third one. I think the parking 
has to be looked at. '̂ I just think you're trying to 
squeeze too many spaces into a too small an area, 
that's all. I think anybody that's used the existing 
Shop Rite parking lot finds it difficult to get in and 
out of those spaces. I think your landscaping is 
great, I have no problem with that, I think that's a 
big addition. The parking lot now is terrible. But I 
think you're going to have problems getting vehicles in 
and out, you're trying to get too many spaces in too 
small a place, that's all. 

MR. NUGENT: Ted, one thing I don't know if you notice 
but they turned the parking completely around. 

MR. TANNER: I did. 

MR. ALIX MARIETTE: Yes, I've got a question on the 
trucking and loading deck. Alix Mariette, 9 3 Vails 
Gate Heights Drive. The trucking and loading deck, 
right now, right now, we have the trucks that come in 
the back and you're still doing the same thing, running 
from the wall, the existing wall on the building, how 
fast are they going to be able to come back there? 

MR. HUDSON: They are not coming very fast. Once they 
enter into this area, it's like five or ten mile an 
hour strip, one, because it's narrow. 

MR. MARIETTE: Is it going to be a lot larger than it 
is now or smaller? 

MR. HUDSON: No, it will be approximately the same size 
as it is now in here, even, it's even a little bit 
smaller, I think that for trucks right in here, it's 
only about 15 or 18 feet wide back in other spots wider 
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because you may have a UPS truck park and you need to 
have vehicles get by. 

MR, BARRETT: Is that the only means of ingress or 
egress? 

MR. ROSENBERG: The supermarket has indicated that 
their truck access will come directly off Route 32 and-
come straight back, that's Caldors. Existing 
supermarket trucks come back here and sometimes they 
come off Old Temple Hill Road, they have indicated 
they'll be coming directly off 32 straight to the back. 

MR. MARIETTE: A lot of commuters use that parking 
space where you have Old Forge Hill Road. Are they 
still going to be able to use that space? 

MR. ROSENBERG: I mean, are they still going to be able 
to use it, we don't have any restrictions on the 
commuters using the space, and we're not limiting the 
commuter's use of the space, I'll let you know. If it 
does snow, there may be a problem that's currently, 
there may be a problem with snow plowing cause the 
snowplow guy calls me up every time it snows, he 
doesn't want to plow in the cars that are there. So 
currently, we're not, we do not plan on restricting 
commuter parking but, you know, that's today, I mean, I 
can't, I don't know what it's going to be like in the 
future, depends on what happens with the traffic flow. 

MR. TANNER: I think the board should consider if they 
are going to grant 9 foot by 18 space that the town 
then upgrading to a ten foot space or something larger 
most people that have property are going to develop say 
hey, if Shop Rite can have all these hundreds of spaces 
at that size, why not me. I think that's going to 
happen, so I think you ought to take that into 
consideration when you do your deliberation. 

MR. NUGENT: Town is in the process of adopting a new 
code, but as of this point, they have it done as of 
tonight, they have it done. 

MR. TANNER: If they are going to allow the largest 
parking area in the city in the town to use that then 
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you're going to have to allow everybody else to do it. 

MR. NUGENT: You're right. ..Anyone else? 

MR. CHRIS ECHAS: Chris Echas. I do have a concern 
with that 17 foot high retaining wall by your own 
admission, there's a lower retaining wall which is not 
maintained now, I fear for the residents' children that 
live behind it, I'm sure that if there's a 17 foot high 
retaining wall, the folks who are doing this building 
would probably for thd safety like then to put a fence 
on top of that to be sure that nobody is going to fall 
off of it, and so on and we're talking about this on 
the property line. You folks cannot put a shed nor can 
I in this town within ten feet off a property line. 

MR. KANE: Without a variance and that is what they are 
looking for, a variance. 

MR. ECHAS: That's right and you know a shed of eight 
or ten feet and they are talking, they talk about a 
major reconstruction and reconfiguration, although I 
know it's not my place and I know that they have 
experts that look at this, why they couldn't reduce the 
length of those buildings so that they can get their 
ten feet and still have their drive-through with the 
loading bays and move the loading bays away from .the 
residents. I think asking the board for these is 
really, really something major, it's not a small issue. 

MR. NUGENT: Anybody else? 

MR. TORLEY: Sir, your plan does show a fence on top of 
a retaining wall. 

MR. HUDSON: Six foot high chain link, that is what it 
shows. 

MR. NUGENT: Retaining wall, it will be made from 
concrete. 

MR. HUDSON: Probably modular block or concrete in some 
sections. 

MR. BILL COLON: Bill Colon, 259 Vails Gate Heights 
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Drive/there's a creek that runs parallel to that 
parking, what are their plans with that? 

MR. SWEENEY: That is a wetland area, I think are you 
talking in this area? You'll see most of this is blank 
because it is federally designated wetlands and there 
will be nothing. 

MR. COLON: But there's a creek running adjacent to old 
Temple Hill Road. 

MR. BABCOCK: Right next to Shop Rite. 

MR. SWEENEY: That's what I'm pointing out. 

MRS. COLON: It will just remain the same? 

MR. BABCOCK: I'm sure they are going to put additional 
piping in. 

MR. HUDSON: Right in here, there will be pipe down. 

MR. NUGENT: Are there anymore? 

MS. FRAN SHAPIRO: Fran Shapiro, 45 Vails Gate Heights 
Drive. I agree with this gentleman and his concern 
about the retaining wall, I see that also in the same 
light as he does. I also am concerned about the 
loading docks and the noise because presently, I have 
lived on Vails Gate Heights Drive for over 3 0 years and 
I guess this gentleman is Mr. Rosenberg, your dad. 

MR. ROSENBERG: My grandfather. 

MS. SHAPIRO: One of them sent me a $2 5 check because 
they charged me for their, for my suggestions and my 
care and concern about the shopping center, he was very 
concerned on a personal level. So, my concerns are 
retaining wall, the loading docks that we shouldn't 
hear the noise presently from about 4 to 6 every day, 
every morning, there's a sweeper going and it sounds 
like a very loud lawn mower, so that's one thing we're 
dealing with. 

MR. ROSENBERG: The sweeping is in the back of the— 
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MS. SHAPIRO: Well, a gentleman, I got in my car one 
early morning to try to track the noise down, and he 
was in his big truck just cleaning up the parking lot 
and I said there are lots of people out of jobs, maybe 
we can do this during the day. We learn today a little 
baby is woken up by that noise and I'm sure there are 
others in the community that hear the noise. So, I'm ^ 
wondering about the loading docks, I know when I'm 
visiting and there's a Home Depot, there's a lot of 
beep, beep, beep, bee^s going on during the night, so I 
hope we won't have those beeps because we're in a very 
crowded development. ^ave you, any of you come down to 
Vails Gate Heights Drive? 

MR. HUDSON: Yes. 

MS. SHAPIRO: You've been there visiting, so you see 
the school and the children and the buses and where you 
have the entrance on Old Forge Hill Road, I don't know 
how much traffic will be going in there with the 
children and the buses. Have you ever been there when 
the buses start coming? That's my concern. The buses, 
the children and what kind of traffic are you going to 
allow in that way? That's the other concern. So it's 
the noise, the wall, the loading docks so where are 
those loading docks, you know, how far down are they 
going to go? Are they going to be towards that opening 
on Forge Hill Road? 

MR. SWEENEY: Maybe I can help. 

MR. HUDSON: The retaining wall, regardless of whether 
it's four feet from the property line which I think is 
four or five feet as is designed today or it's ten feet 
which we're permitted to do, it will be the same 
height. The function of the height is going to come 
from where the excavation takes place and the contours 
and I can show it on this plan but nobody can see it, 
the contours that cause the elevation change are well 
into the property. So, whether that wall is ten foot 
out or five feet out, the height is the same, that's 
the first issue. Second issue regarding the loading 
docks, the majority of the stores along this rear 
property line with the exception of Caldor which exists 



September 14, 1998 75 

today and I don't think we're not changing those 
activities or that placement*whatsoever, so if this 
exists today, it exists today, I don't know how to 
speak to that, but these are not intensive loading 
users, they are not tractor trailer type uses, with the 
exception of the day the store opens, probably. 

MS. SHAPIRO: You're talking about the other stores 
going towards Forge Hill Road, the smaller stores is 
that what you're referring to? 

MR. HUDSON: Yes, I'm sorry, yes, okay, the two places 
that have what you woî ld call tractor trailer type 
loading operations are the Shop Rite and the Caldor. 
The Caldor is much less intensive. The Shop Rite 
probably averages five to six trailers a day, maybe 
four to five trailers a day, and those hours of 
operation I think Jeff will probably speak to better 
than myself but it's not an intensive use, they are not 
loading along that, they're coming in the front of the 
site off of 32, coming here, unloading and going out 
that way. So from the load perspective, it's our 
position that it won't change at all from what you have 
today. 

MR. ROSENBERG: Is there a way to baffle the sound on 
top of that wall? 

MR. HUDSON: The wall itself will serve as a better 
baffle than what you have today. Sound waves, I'm not 
a sound expert so off the record, sound waves from what 
I understand of them travel along the surface, if that 
surface is perpendicular or 90 degrees to the sound 
waves, it is muffled. If it travels along the slope, 
it's less muffled, if there's vegetation, it's more 
muffled, if there's structure, you see the ridiculous 
things on highways that don't do much good, people pay 
a lot of money for, depending on what you're looking 
at, the wall will actually serve as a better sound 
buffer than what exists there today, I think. 

MR. SWEENEY: What I wanted to say is that a lot of 
your questions which are good and valuable and they 
help the design people understand your concerns are 
going to be addressed and must be addressed in the 
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planning board process. They're more appropriate there 
.And you're going to get your opportunity because this 
is going to be a fairly extensive planning board 
process with an additional public hearing and you're 
going to watch this whole plan with regard to the 
retaining wall and the buildings themselves, you're 
going to watch it grow and you're going to have your 
opportunity to partake in that. 

MR. ECHAS: Was I mistaken, are you actually requesting 
to build that retaining wall on the property line? 

MR. HUDSON: No, we're^ requesting to build it within 
the ten foot required ten foot setback. 

MR. ECHAS: Not on the property line? 

MR. HUDSON: No, it's about four or five, six foot off 
of it, the way it's designed. And it's now four or 
five feet off that same property line. 

MR. ECHAS: In some cases, it's probably on the 
property line but yeah. My final question or concern 
naturally why I came is this, you specifically talked 
about a deteriorated retaining wall, if it's on your 
property now and you're not maintaining it, how do we 
have assurances this is more directed to Mr. Nugent 
perhaps how do we have assurances that they'll maintain 
this retaining wall? 

MR. NUGENT: Because the building inspector will make 
sure that it is maintained as part of the building 
code. 

MR. HUDSON: Just to add though that the type of wall 
constructed 3 0 years ago was a wood structure and I'm 
not sure if there was any great design to it at the 
time and this wall will be of some type of concrete 
whether it be modular, block or concrete reinforced 
wall. 

MS. SHAPIRO: I heard Mr. Nugent say an answer to the 
gentleman's question that the building inspector will 
see that it is maintained, is that correct? Okay, so 
my question would be has the building inspector seen 
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that it had been maintained all these years and it had 
been crumbling? 

MR. NUGENT: Probably no one complained about it. 

MS. SHAPIRO: Do we have to complain to get the 
attention? 

MR. NUGENT: How would he know? If he doesn't drive by 
to check it, somebody has to make a complaint, normally 
that's how it's done.'^ 

MR. TORLEY: Physically, he can't be everywhere in the 
town checking on every structure-

MR. NUGENT: We're getting off the beaten path. I'd 
like to cut this as close as I can because it's quarter 
after ten, we still have a long way to go. Is there 
anyone else that has questions that are involved at 
this point? I'm closing the public hearing and we'll 
open it up back to the board. 

MR. TORLEY: I'd like to ask one question on your 
retail C, you show outdoor play yard, what's that if 
this is going to be a daycare center, we want to know 
about it. 

MR. SWEENEY: We haven't decided, it's a facility that 
we really haven't committed ourselves to. There's some 
attraction to some additional retail we thought we'd 
put it in now. 

MR. TORLEY: You're not talking about a daycare center? 

MR. SWEENEY: We don't know at this point. 

MR. NUGENT: I don't think we want it to be. 

MR. TORLEY: That's why we want to know. 

MR. SWEENEY: Jeff, they are asking what your intent, 
if you have any specific intent with regard t o — 

MR. ROSENBERG: Not at this point in time, we don't 
have any signed leases for the new space. 
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MR. TORLEY: Because my recollection is that daycare 
centers will not be permitted in this zone« 

MR, KANE: Then we're not handling that right now. 

MR. TORLEY: I want to make sure that we're not. 

MR. NUGENT: They are not allowed. 

MR. KANE: Not allowe*d, we don't have to deal with it, 
let's deal with what we've got. 

MR. NUGENT: As far as I can seem we need some kind of 
resemblance of order to get through this and I think 
what we need to do is looking at our agenda, start with 
the variance for parking space size, address it, vote 
on it and go on to the maximum building height, address 
it and so forth on our way through this. That's the 
only way we're going to get through it tonight. 

MR. REIS: Mike, the existing code for parking? 

MR. BABCOCK: 10 x 20. 

MR. REIS: What's the proposed? 

MR. BABCOCK: 9 x 19. 

MR. KRIE6ER: Very poor, the aisle width, the present 
is 10 X 20 with a 25 foot aisle width, the proposed is 
9 X 19 with a 25 foot aisle width, what the applicant 
is asking for 9 x 18 with a 24 foot aisle width. 

MR. TORLEY: Which is what the ULS is recommending. 

MR. KRIEGER: Because at the time, the time the 
proposal was made or was began to be considered by the 
town, the town asked the planning board for in 
accordance with the town statutes asked the planning 
board for a recommendation and their recommendation was 
9 X 19 but they were very, expressed themselves very 
strongly with respect to keeping the aisle width at the 
2 5 feet as it is presently required, so you should 
remember that although there's been focus on length and 
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width of the parking spaces, there are actually three 
.'components. 

MR. BABCOCK: Hr. Chairman, one thing about the parking 
spaces, the amount and number is going to be depending 
on what size the parking spaces are. 

MR. NUGENT: I understand that and that's why we need 
to address that first one. 

MR. KANE: So, if you'^go with the 9 x 19 with a 25 foot 
aisle space, they are going to need a 453 car variance 
not including disregariding anything they need. 

MR. BABCOCK: They need to help us with the number 
because I don't have it myself. 

MR. HUDSON: Let me offer a suggestion that we just 
spoke about. Due to the public comments and your own 
comments, what we'd like to offer up right now as a 
pseudo compromise since we know what the affects are is 
to come and just ask for the variance to what you're 
proposing your code to be which would be 9 x 19 with 
25. 

MR. NUGENT: What's the final number? 

MR. HUDSON: Final number would be 149. 

MR. NUGENT: What are we short? 

MR. HUDSON: 406 and 47, 453. 

MR. TORLEY: So you're requesting a variance of 453 
spaces. 

MR. KANE: Just to clarify the 453 is what they need 
total, it's not in addition to any that they already 
have? 

MR. HUDSON: Yeah, but that's a legal issue top, I 
don't know, does that mean the old variance goes away, 
are we adding a new variance? 

MR. SWEENEY: There's 213 floating out there somewhere. 
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MR. KRI£:G£R: I don't perceive the board as answering 
that question right now. I think Mr. Kane's question , 
has to do with simplification so that the board does 
not inadvertently give a greater variance than they 
intended, just so that everybody is clear what's being 
asked for and what's being granted, if in fact it is 
granted. 

MR. TORLEY; Would the applicants be amenable to this, 
that when we pass or ^hen we bring up a variance 
request, that we put it, that we do it this way, makes 
it much easier for me ^o keep track, it may make 
bookkeeping easier that as part of the variance request 
you say, for example, with the parking you can provide 
1249 with a 9 X 19 and you needed 453 forgetting we say 
that we grant a variance of 453, hypothetically, spaces 
and end the documentation, we say this supersedes and 
supplants the earlier parking lot variance. 

MR. SWEENEY: Doesn't bother me. 

MR. TORLEY: That means we only have one set of 
variances. 

MR. SWEENEY: I don't have any problem with that 
theory. 

MR. NUGENT: I go along with that, yes, that would help 
everyone. 

MR. TORLEY: In that case, are you ready for a motion 
on the parking space area? 

MR. NUGENT: Fine. 

MR. TORLEY: I move that we grant a variance for 4 55 
parking spaces at 9 x 19 with 25 foot aisle width. 

MR. KANE: Second it. 

ROLL CALL 

MS. OWEN 
MR. REIS 

AYE 
AYE 
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MR. 
MR. 
MR. 

KANE 
TORLEY 
HUGENT 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

MR. NUGENT: Maximum building height, what's the actual 
what we're looking for 4 foot something? 

MR. SWEENEY: Yes. . 

MR. BABCOCK: Mr. Chairman, that's a — 

MR. SWEENEY: As far as may not be needed any longer 
because of the relocat^ions of the buildings. 

MR. BABCOCK: That is a solution of the distance to the 
nearest lot line. 

MR. SWEENEY: We moved the buildings back somewhat 
along Temple Hill. 

MR. KANE: Well, we need to deal with it, do you need 
it or don't you need it? 

MR. SWEENEY: I'll take it. 

MR. TORLEY: Four foot building height variance? 

MR. BABCOCK: Yes. 

MR. TORLEY: I move that we grant the applicants a 4 
foot building height variance. 

MS. OWEN: Second it. 

ROLL CALL 

MS. OWEN 
MR. REIS 
MR. KANE 
MR. TORLEY 
MR. NUGENT 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

MR- NUGENT: Loading berths, I don't know how to handle 
that one. 
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MR. KANE: Can you explain that, what's needed? 

MR. SWEENEY: Fifteen as opposed to your requirement is 
29. 

MR. KANE: So you need a variance of 14 loading spaces? 
They are saying they have a number of small retail 
stores that don't need their own loading dock and what 
they are trying to do is combine for the small stores 
because they have small trucks. 

MR. KRIEGER: They are asking for permission to put 
fewer in, unlike the other variances where they are 
asking for more, but in this case, they're asking for 
fewer. 

MR. SWEENEY: Nineteen, I'm told now. 

MR. HUDSON: Our calculations show that we require 32 
docks that is based on what the code says, yeah. 

MS. BARNHART: What's the variance you're requesting? 

MR. HUDSON: Requesting a variance of 19. 

MR. TORLEY: I move we grant the request for variance 
in reduction of required loading docks of 19. 

MR. KANE: 

ROLL CALL 

MS. OWEN 
MR. REIS 
MR. KANE 
MR. TORLEY 
MR. NUGENT 

Second it. 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

MR. NUGENT: Last but not least is the sign. 

MS. OWEN: How about the real lot line and the, 
retaining wall? 

MR. BABCOCK: Also the number of spaces, did we do 
that? 
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MR. SWEENEY: 455. Rear lot line retaining wall. 

MR. HUDSON: For accessory building is supposed to be 
ten feet. 

MR. SWEENEY: Ten feet if you consider this accessory 
building. 

MR- BABCOCK: Last time when we, at the preliminary 
meeting, the board safid that they felt that if this, 
what I recall if this wall was within the ten foot, you 
consider it an accesspry structure and they'd need a 
variance. 

MS. BARNHART: It wasn't on the notice of disapproval 
so we don't know what the number is, Mike. 

MR. NUGENT: Aren't they replacing an existing wall? 

MR. BABCOCK: Yeah, but in spots they are adding a 
section of wall that is going to be, well, there's no 
wall now. 

MR. NUGENT: No closer to the building than the old 
wall was. 

MR. HUDSON: Correct, no closer to the lot line than 
the old one was, correct. 

MR. NUGENT: What do we care how long it is as long as 
it isn't encroaching on the property on the building? 

MR. BABCOCK: I didn't have it on the denial. 

MR. SWEENEY: It came up at the intake meeting. 

MR. BABCOCK: There was a reason, Jim, and honestly 
thought it was the board's request. 

MR. SWEENEY: Very quick comment that you cons^idered it 
a structure, we had to put it in the packet. 

MR. TORLEY: I don't remember. 
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MS. BARNHART: There is mention of retaining wall but 
nobody said much or whether they need a variance or 
not. 

MR. HUDSON: The existing one is about two feet off the 
property line and we're not' encroaching any further 
than that closer to the property line, it's just that 
our wall extends longer.. 

MR. REIS: You're not going up any hire either? 

MR. HUDSON: There's a height increase but that is 
because of the grade dropoff. 

MR. TORLEY: You're going to tell us that the retaining 
wall you're going to put in will come no closer to the 
lot line than the existing wall? 

MR. HUDSON: I think that's right. 

MR. TORLEY: If that is the case, Mike, are they 
covered? 

MS. BARNHART: Is it considered a structure, Michael? 

MR. BABCOCK: I think so, yeah. 

MS. BARNHART: So, it has to be ten foot off the 
property 1ine. 

MR. HUDSON: Existing wall is as best I can tell five 
feet at the outset. 

MR. KANE: Give them a seven foot variance for the wall 
and it's covered. 

MR. TORLEY: Second the motion. 

MS. BARNHART: Seven foot variance setback for 
retaining wall. 

ROLL CALL 

MS. OWEN AYE 
MR. REIS AYE 
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MR. 
MR. 
MR. 

KANE 
TORLEY 
NUGENT 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

MR. NUGENT: Signs I think we pretty much, 2 pylons are 
going to be 35 foot, the two on the other two rows are 
going to be maximum height 7 foot 11 inches. 

MR. KANE: On the front pylons we're staying with the 
35? 

MR. NARVA: That includes all structure. 

MR. KANE: Right. 

MR. KRIEGER: Applicant should understand for the 
record that in the event the sign variances are 
granted, they are granted in accordance with the plans 
that you have submitted here, so it isn't some blanket 
thing that you can just, you've mentioned and you can 
redraw. 

MR. NARVA: We'll submit a diagram. 

MR. NUGENT: And the facade signs are exactly what they 
are asking for. 

MR. KANE: Yes. 

MR. NARVA: Two, four and six. 

MR. KANE: I think that is reasonable. 

MR. TORLEY: We do not have to label each one as to 
what they are. 

MR. NUGENT: They are doing it right here. 

MR. TORLEY: As per their package. I move we grant the 
applicants their requested sign variances for 
freestanding sign height in two cases and facade sign 
areas as described in their proposal. 

MR. KANE: We also need on the freestanding area. 
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MR. TORLEY: Freestanding areas as described in the 
package. 

MR. NARVA: This piece right as described in the 
package. Thank you.' 

MR. KANE: Second the motion. 

ROLL CALL 

MS. 
MR. 
MR. 
MR. 
MR. 

OWEN 
REIS 
KANE 
TORLEY 
NUGENT 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

/> 

MR. TORLEY: Motion to adjourn 

MR. KANE: Second it. 

ROLL CALL 

MS. OWEN 
MR. TORLEY 
MR. KANE 
MR. REIS 
MR. NUGENT 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

Respectfully Submitted By: 

Frances Roth 
Stenographer 
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

ORIGINAL 

APPLICATION FOR VARIANCE 

Date: 

I.*^ Applicant Information: 
(a) Bila Family Partnership, 158 North Main Street, Florida NY 10921 

(Name, address and phone of Applicant) ^cH -'T^MJ^'^®^) 

(Ncime, address and phone of purchaser or lessee) , r^oo 
(C) James G. Sweeney, One Harriman Square, P.O. Box ^^^* ^^^^f^^ ^"^^ 

(Name, address and phone of attorney) ^'^ Ji,-, 
(d) Cabot M. Hudson, River Drive Center 1, Elmwood Park, NJ 07407 

(Name, address and phone of contractor/engineer/architect) 

II. Application type: 

( ) Use Variance ( V ) Sign Variance 

( X ) Area Variance ( ) Interpretation 

III.«/Property Information: 65-2-12, 65-2-35 24.6 
(a) C N.Y.S. Route 32 fiS-9-^fi, 65-2-37 acres 

(Zone) (Address) (S B L) (Lot size) 
(b) What other zones lie within 500 ft.? B-S ^ 
(c) Is a pending sale or lease subject to ZBA approval of this 

application? No . 
(d) When was property purchased by present owner? . 
(e) Has property been subdivided previously? Nn (f) Has property been subject of variance previously? yes . 

If so, when? September J5,, 1989 
(g) Has an Order to Remedy Violation been issued against the 

property by the Building/Zoning Inspector? . 
(h) Is there any outside storage at the property now or is any 

proposed? Describe in detail; ̂ ,,^Hnor st-nragp locker located 
90 feet! Northwest of existing ^̂ ..̂ ^̂ ^ King. This locker will 
be relocated. 

IV. Use Variance. îlfV 
(a) Use Variance requested from New Windsor Zoning Local Law, 

Section , Table of Regs., Col. 
to allow: 
(Describe proposal) 



(b) The legal standard for a "use" variance is unnecessary 
hardship. Describe why you feel unnecessary hardship will result 
unless the use variance is granted. Also set forth any efforts you 
have made to alleviate the hardship other than this application. 

(c) Applicant must fill out and file a Short Environmental 
Assessment Form (SEQR) with this application. 

(d) The property in question is located in or within 500 ft. of a 
County Agricultural District: Yes No^ 

If the answer is Yes, an agricultural data statement must be submitted 
along with the application as well as the names of all property owners 
within the Agricultural District referred to. You may request this 
list from the Assessor's Office. 

v/v. Area variance: 
(a) Area variance requested from New Windsor Zoning Local Law, 

Section 48-9 , Table of „Qp/hiTik Regs., Col, i+o . 

Proposed or Variance 
Requirements Available Request 
Min. Lot Area 
Min. Lot Width 
Reqd. Front Yd. 
loading berths 15 14 
Reqd. Side Yd. ^ 

Reqd. Rear Yd. _ 0 FT (retaining wall) 30 FT 
Reqd. Street 
Frontage * 
Max. Bldg. Hgt. n̂ ̂ T -̂ O vy 16.70 FT 
pylon sign 3 +1 
Min. Floor Area* 
Dev. Coverage* 
Floor Area Ratio** Parking Area 1684 spaces 1245 spaces 439 spaces 

10' X 20* space 9'xl8' sp w/24'aisle 9'xl8' spaces 
* Residential Districts only w/ 24'aisle 
** No-residential districts only 

b) In making its determination, the 2BA shall take into 
consideration, among other aspects, the benefit to the applicant if 
the variance is granted as weighed against the detriment to the 
health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood or community by such 
grant. Also, whether an undesirable change will be produced in the 
character of the neighborhood or a detriment to nearby properties will 
be created by the granting of the area variance; (2) whether the 
benefit sought by the applicant can be achieved by some other method 
feasible for the applicant to pursue other than an area variance; (3) 



whether the requested area variance is substantial;(4) whether the 
proposed variance will have an adverse effect or impact on the 
physical or environmental conditions in the neighborhood or district; 
and (5) whether the alleged difficulty was self-created. 
Describe why you believe the ZBA should grant your application for an 
area variance: , ^ . , . • ^ ^ ^ A A 
The use of 9*xl8' spaces with a 24 foot aisle is an industry standard 

(You may attach additional paperwork if more space is needed) 

VI. Sign Variance: 
(a) Variance requested from New Windsor Zoning Local Law, 

Section , Regs. 
Proposed or Variance 

Requirements Available Request 
Sign 1 ; 
Sign -
Sign 3 
Sign . 

(b) Describe in detail the sign(s) for which you seek a 
variance, and set forth your reasons for requiring extra or over size 
signs. 

(c) What is total area in square feet of all signs on premises 
including signs on windows, face-of building, and free-stauiding signs? 

VII. Interpretation.A^^ 
(a) Interpretation requested of New Windsor Zoning Local Law, 

Section - Table of Regs., 
Col. . 

(b) Describe in detail the proposal before the Board: 

^/ VIII. Additional comments: 
(a) Describe any conditions or safeguards you offer to ensure 

that the quality of the zone and neighboring zones is maintained or 



I 4 
upgraded and that the intent and spirit of the New Windsor Zoning is 
fostered. (Trees, landscaping, curbs, lighting, paving, fencing, 
screening, sign limitations, utilities, drainage.) 

IX. Attachments required: 
i/ Copy of referral from Bldg./Zoning Insp. or Planning Bd. 
iX Copy of tax map showing adjacent properties. 

A/I|t̂  Copy of contract of sale, lease or franchise agreement. 
Copy of deed and title policy. 

t/ Copy(ies) of site plan or survey showing the size and 
location of the lot, the location of all buildings, 
facilities, utilities, access drives, parking areas, 
trees, landscaping, fencing, screening, signs, curbs, 
paving and streets within 200 ft. of the lot in question. 
Copy(ies) of sign(s) with dimensions and location. 

^/^ Two (2) checks, one in the amount of $ i$o,$i) and the second 
check in the amount of $ggg.gt? , each payable to the TOWN 
OF NEW WINDSOR. 

\/ Photographs of existing premises from several angles. 

X. Affidavit. 

Date: ^ ? / ^ 
STATE OF NEW YORK) ^ , 

) SS. : 
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

The undersigrned applicant, being duly sworn, deposes and states 
that the information, statements smd representations contained in this 
application are true and accurate to the best of his/her knowledge or 
to the best of his/or information and belief. The applicant further 
understands and agrees that the Zoning Board of Appeals may take 
action to rescind any variance granted if the conditions or situation 
presented herein are materially changed. 

Applicant) ' 

sworn to before me this ( / %A^iC-J*^^<^'i 

jf — 7 ^ — ' _ - poBunfPUBUC STATE OF WY ' 

f^ku94tn^ <^ ^-tx-M-c f^gjji^ {g Orange CoBOly 

X I . ZBA A c t i o n : WUBBBWwjunsA"-^**-* -* -

(a) Public Hearing date: . 



(b) Variance: Granted ( ) Denied (__ ) 

(c) Restrictions or conditions: -

NOTE: A FORMAL DECISION WILL FOLLOW UPON RECEIPT OF THE PUBLIC 
HEARING MINUTES WHICH WILL BE ADOPTED BY RESOLUTION OF ZONING BOARD OF 
APPEALS AT A LATER DATE. 

(ZBA DISK#7-080991,AP) 
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Big V Town Centre 

Requgt fpr Signatw Viriancg 

i. FRECTAf^DJNGSIQNS 

A. N ^ Centra FVIOT Signage 

Proposed Pylon Signage: 

1. Type: 

Internally Illuminated 

2. Letter Type, Location and Quantity: 

(4) Pylon signs that shall be composed of acrylic cut letters mounted on Jexan; 
at location as noted on exhibit #1 . 

3. Size (Area and Height): 

The Pylon Sign shall be substantially as shown on exhibit #2. The combined 
total of ail signage, which includes the name of the Centre, the name of the 
owner, the logo and names of tenants, but excludes structural supports, shall 
not exceed 474 s.f. (237 s.f. per pylon sign face). 

The Pylon Sign arrangement^roposed will require the following variances: 

1. Type: 

Allowed: (New Windsor Code - Zoning, Section 48-18.h.(lWa).[1]) 
indirectly illuminated 

Proposed: 
internally illuminated 

Variance Requested: 
Allow for Internal illumination 
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V. 

2. Quantity: 

Allowed: (New Windsor Code - Zoning. Section 48-18.h.(l).(a).[1] a [4]) 
(1) freestanding sign for any nonresidential business site. 

Proposed: 
(4) Pylon Signs 

Variance Requested: 
(1) Pylon Sign - requires Planning Board approval 
(2) Pylon Signs - requires variance 

3. Area; 

Allowed: (New Windsor Code - Zoning. Section 48-18.ii.(T).(a).[2]) 
64 s.f. total per pylon (includes both faces) 

Proposed: 
474 s.f. total per pylon (237 s.f. per pyion sign f^ce) 

Variance Requested; 
410 s.f. total per pylon sign 

Height: 

Allowed: (New Windsor Code - Zoning, Section 48-18.h.(1).(a}.[2]) 
15ft. 

Proposed: 
35ft. .^ ' 

Variance Requested: 
2 0 f t 

B. Relocated Burger IGng Pyion Signage 

Proposed Burger King Pylon Signage: 

1- Type: 

Same as Existing 
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2. Location; 

Relocate existing Burger IQng pylon sign behind setbacic line at location as 
noted on exhibit #1. 

The Burger King Pylon Sign arrangement proposed will require the fbllowing variances: 

1- Type: 

Allowed: (New Windsor Code - Zbning. Section 4a-18.h.(l).(a).[1]) 
Indirectly illuminated 

Proposed: 
Same as existing •> internal illumination 

Variance Requested: 
Allow for internal illumination as presently exists 

2. Quantity: 

Allowed: (New Windsor Code - Zoning, Section 48-18.h.(1).(a).[1] ft [4]) 
(1) freestanding sign for any nonresidential business site. 

Proposed: 
Relocate (1) existing pylon sign 

Variance Requested: 
Relocation of (1) existing Burger King pylon sign 

C Directional Ground Sinna^r 

Proposed Directional Ground Signage: 

1. Type: 

Indirectly illuminated 

2. Letter Typê  Location and Quantity: 

(2) signs that shall be composed of vinyl cut letters mounted on loan at 
location as noted on exhibit # 1 . 
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3. Size: 

The Directional Ground Sign shall be sutstantially as shown on exhibit #3. The 
combined total of all tenant sign |»nels, excluding structural supports, shall not 
exceed 22.5 s.f. per directional sign. 
The Pylon Sign arrangement proposed will require the following variances: 

The Directional Ground Sign arrangement proposed will require the following variances: 

1. Quantity; 

Allowed: (New Windsor Code <* Zoning, Section 48.18.h.(1).(a).[1] et [4]) 
(1) freestanding sign for any nonresidential business site. 

Proposed: 
(2) Pylon Signs 

Variance Requested: 
(2) Directional Ground Signs 

II. FACADE SIGNS -

Proposed Fa9ade Signage: 

1- Type; 

Internally illuminated channel letters. 

2. Letter Type, Location^nd Quantity: 

. All signs shall be composed of IndhMual channel letters with an acrylic front 
The channel letters are either mounted to a metal sign band or directly to the 
face of the building. 

3. Size: 

The size of a tenant's sign will fall Into one of three categories based on linear 
square footage of storefront. 
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The Facade Signage proposed will require the following ŵ ^ 

1. Size (Dimension and Ami): 

Allowed: (New Windsor Code - Zoning, Section 48-l8.h.(1).(b).[lJ^a^^ 
Sign face not to exceed 2.5 ft. height and 10 f t width for a max area of 25 s.f 
(max height may Increase to 3.5 f t height when greater than 300 feet from 
street for a max area of 35 s.f J 

Proposed: 
Satellite Tenant 
• Linear Frontage - up to 75 f t 
• Sign Dimensions-2 f t high X 30 ft 
• Maximum Area - 60 $.f. 

Major Tenant 
• Unear Frontage - 76 f t to 225 f t 
• Sign Dimensions - 4 f t high X 40 f t max 
• Maximum Area-160 s.f. 

Anchor Tenant 
• Unear Frontage- 225 f t and fieyond 
• Sign Dimensions - 6 f t high x 60 f t nwx 
• Maximum Area - 360 s.f. 

Variance Requested: 
Proposed Sign Dimensions and Maximum Areas, as stated above. 



^ A' S" 
< / • 

biree^LJi ^fvi^ 
^ Wa«^'yy«- ^ * ^ ° ' ^ ^ ' "̂"̂  

3s-

m 

jnA fAMILT IMXrmcSSBf ran \/ TmAiM ncw-roc X=r 
' •»lV"''| 



l u g . 13. 1998-11:21AM J>EG/PARK LLC- J o . l 7 0 9 . ^ P . 8 / 9 _ 

sgmEtMDioKuxi. 

ArsaMKAWUIffMlB 

v-ttr-rm 

fmmfwminn 

UTEMRUY iUmilUEB 
MWiiiCffiKTiiniaNi 

PMELSIinffFliaCBT 
AOniiC TBMr WES. 

. IN si] 

iLLBUHOEDCMlirî UXMi 
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65-1-88.1PASSARO, JOSEPH STREET FRONTAGE VARIANCE GRANTED 
RILEY ROAD (ACROSS FROM FILTER PLANT) #97-40 R-2Z0NE 12/08/97 

REQUEST FOR 125 FT. REQUIRED STREET FRONTAGE IN ORDER TO CONSTRUCT A SINGLE-
FAMILY RESIDENCE ON RILEY ROAD IN AN R-2 ZONE. 

65-2-12 BILA FAMILY PARTNERS/HONG'S KARATE SIGN VARIANCE 
GRANTED 

374 WINDSOR HIGHWAY (BIG V PLAZA) C ZONE #97-18 04/30/97 
REQUEST WAS GRANTED FOR REPLACEMENT OF FAYVA SHOE STORE SIGN WITH HONG'S 

KARATE SIGN WHICH REQUIRED A 6 FT. BY 8 IN. FACADE SIGN VARIANCE. 
09/14/98 BILA FAMILY PARTNERS (BIG V PLAZA) #98-28 
REQUEST GRANTED FOR VARIATION IN PARKING SPACE SIZE (WILL ALLOW 9 FT. X 19 FT. WITH 

25 FT. AISLE, 4 FT. MAXIMUM BLDG. HEIGHT, 19 LOADING BERTHS, 7 FT. SETBACK FOR RETAINING 
WALL AND SIGN VARIANCES: 1 ADDL. PYLON, FREESTANDING SIGN; 410 S.F. TOTAL AREA FOR EACH 
FREESTANDING SIGN; 20 FT. HEIGHT VARIANCE AND FACADE SIGNS FOR TENANTS NOT TO EXCEED 
MINIMUM ALLOWED. 

65-2-16.1 ERNENWEIN/ROSENBAUM INDUSTRIES AREA VARIANCES GRANTED 
389 ROUTE 32 (WINDSOR HIGHWAY) #96-40 CZONE 9/9/96 

5 FT. REAR YARD VARIANCE FOR AN EXISTING SHED AND 2 FT. MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 
VAIUANCE FOR AN EXISTING FENCE GRANTED TO APPLICANT AT ABOVE ADDRESS. 

65-2-16.21,22 &25 DAIDONE/N.W. PARTNERS LP. INTERPYAREA/SIGN VARIANCES GRANTED 
REQUEST WAS GRANTED FOR CONSTRUCTION OF RITE-AID PHARMACY AFTER DEMOLISHING 

CHARLIE'S FARM MARKET LOCATED ON RT.32 IN VAILS GATE. VARIANCES REQUESTED: (1) 
INTERPRETATION: BOUNDARIES OF THIS PARCEL BEING PRIMARILY IN THE C ZONE AND THE 
PROPOSED STRUCTURE IS CONSISTENT WITH THE MEANING OF THE LAW IN SEC. 48-6; GRANT A 3 FT. 
8 IN. MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT GRANTED. VARIANCES FOR SIGN GRANTED: RTTE AID PHARMACY ID. 
SIGN. NOTE: NO VARIANCE WAS NEEDED FOR DRIVE THRU PHARMACY FOR IT WAS CONSIDERED 
DIRECTIONAL. SIGNS: HEIGHT OF FREE-STANDING SIGNS DENIED. MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF FREE­
STANDING SIGNS SHALL NOT EXCEED 15 FT.; A 36 FT. SIGN AREA OF FREE-STANDING SIGN WAS 
GRANTED; SIGNS: VARIANCES APPROVED: (NUMBER OF SIGNS) "RTTE AID PHARMACY* W/ 
"PHARMACY, "FOODMART" AND 1-HR. PHOTO ON AWNING TO BE COMBINED WITH "DRIVE THRU 
PHARMACY" AND "OPEN 24 HOURS", PLUS "DRIVE THRU PHARMACY W/ PICK UP & DROP OFF" FOR A 
TOTAL OF 4 SIGNS. (ORIGINALLY 6 WERE PROPOSED). AREA OF FACADE SIGNS: 168 S.F. OF SIGNAGE 
FOR AREA OF FACADE SIGNS ALLOWED. (SEE FILE IF THIS CONFUSING). 

67-1-2.1 WILSON, SAM & CARRIE AREA VARIANCE #98-37 GRANTED 09/28/8 
61 RILEY ROAD R-3 ZONE 

REQUEST GRANTED FOR A 10 FT. SIDE YARD VARIANCE FOR EXISTING ATTACHED STORAGE 
AREA AND 6 FT. SIDE YARD VARIANCE FOR EXISTING PORCH AT ABOVE RESIDENCE. 

67-4-21 MOSHHIL, INC. (MOSHE FRIEDMAN) USEVARLiNCE TABLED 08/10/98 
REQUEST TABLED FOR USE VARIANCE TO ALLOW THREE-FAMILY RESIDENCE IN NC ZONE ON 

ROUTE 94. USENOTPERMTITED. MATTER TABLED TO ALLOW APPUC ANT TO FURNISH BOARD WTTH 
EVIDENCE TO SUBSTANTIATE HIS REQUEST FOR USE VARIANCE. 

67-5-5 WALTKE, ROBERTS. USE VARIANCE GRANTED 06/08/98 
1097 ROUTE 94 NCZONE #98-1 



PARKING REQUIREMENTS: 
RETAIL STORES (S.S SPACE/K000 SF) = 
RETAIL = 296..̂ 08 SF 
RETAIL EXCLUDING STORAGE = 277,995 SF 
BANK (1 SPACE/300 SF)= 
RESTUARANT (I SPACE/3 SEATS) = 

TOTAL: 

K63I SPACES 

13 SPACES 
60 SPACES 

1r?04 SPACES 

» PARKING RATIO BASED ON RETAIL AREA EXCLUDING STORAGE 

(4 , 

u. 

9' X18' SPACES 
VW1H 24' AISU ; 

13 
41 

1..22S SPACES/ 
SP/1/000 SF)/ 
SP/1/000 S F r 

13 SPACES 
60 SPACE^ 

1,298 SPACES 

9'xir m 
¥Km IS* MSUt 

1,176 SPACES 
SP/1,000 SF) 
SP/1,000 SFf 

13 SPACES 
60 SPACES 

1,249 SPACES 

10'X20' SPACES 
^ffTH 25' AiSLE 

976 SPACES 
29 SP/1,000 SF) 
51 SP/1,000 SF)* 

13 SPACES 
60 SPACES 

1,049 SPACES 

LOSS 
SPACES 

BUILDING AREA 
TOTAL EXISTING 
TOTAL DEMOLISHED 
TOTAL EXISTING TO REMAIN 
PROPOSED RETAIL TO BE CONSTRUCTED 

AREA 
267,000 SF 
107,000 SF ± 
174,305 SF 
129,264 SF 

M"^ L H I f l p n Engineering and 
^ • i ^ Environmentd S«vices 

(201) 79f''690O 
Eimwood Park, NJ Doytestowv PA Miqml, FL 

Project 

V A U GATE 

nc V 
lOMi CB^TRE 

Job No. 
U670 

Omtm 

09/14/98 
Sc«l« 

N.T.S. 

HBfi YOWC 
Owg. No. 
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65-1-4 COYMAN, EILEEN - REQUEST FOR 18 FT. REAR YARD VARIANCE FOR EXISTING DECK IN R-3 ZONE 
LOCATED AT 408 MT. AIRY ROAD. AREA VARIANCE GRANTED ON 01/27/97. 

65-1-17 KARTIGANER, HERBERT/O.C. POUGHKEEPSIE MSA LTD. PARTNERSHIP GRANTED 
PROPERTY LOCATION: N/S DEAN HILL ROAD-REQUEST FOR 100 FT. FRONTAGE, PLUS 142 

FT. MAX. BLDG. HEIGHT VARIANCE FOR COMMUNICATIONS TOWER FOR BELL ATLANHC NYNEX MOBILE. 
#96-34. AREA VARIANCES IN R-2 ZONE. GRANTED ON 07/08/96. 

65-1-42.4 REDDINGS, MERRELL -REQUEST FOR USE V ARIANCE FOR CONVERSION OF TWO-FAMILY 
RESIDENCE TO FOUR-FAMILY RESIDENCE LOCATED AT 16 REDDINGS PLACE IN AN R-3 ZONE. (FOUR 
FAMILY PROHIBITED.) DENIED AT 0 1/27/97 ZBA MEEHNG. 

65-1-88.1 PASSARO, X)SEPHSTREET FRONTAGE VARIANCE GRANTED 
RILEY ROAD (ACROSS FROM RLTER PLANT) #97-40 R-2 ZONE 12/08/97 
REQUEST FOR 125 FT. REQUIRED STREET FRONTAGE IN ORDER TO CONSTRUCT A SINGLEFAMILY 

RESIDENCE ON RILEY ROAD IN AN R-2 ZONE. 

65-2-12 BILA FAMILY PARTNER /̂HONGS KARATE SIGN VARIANCE 
GRANTED 

374 WINDSOR HIGHWAY (BIG V PLAZA) C ZONE #97-18 04/30/97 
REQUEST WAS GRANTED FOR REPLACEMENT OF FAYVA SHOE STORE SIGN WITH HONG'S KARATE 

SIGN WHICH REQUIRED A 6 FT. BY 8 IN. FACADE SIGN VARIANCE. 
09/14/98 BILA FAMILY PARTNERS (BIG V PLAZA) #98-28 
REQUEST GRANTED FOR VARIATION IN PARKING SPACE SIZE (WILL ALLOW 9 FT. X 19 FT. WITH 25 

FT. AISLE, 4 FT. MAXIMUM BLDG. HEIGHT, 19 LOADING BERTHS, 7 FT. SETBACK FOR RETAINING WALL 
AND SIGN VARIANCES: 1 ADDL PYLON, FREESTANDING SIGN; 410 S.F TOTAL AREA FOR EACH 
FREESTANDING SIGN; 20 FT. HEIGHT VARIANCE AND FACADE SIGNS FOR TENANTS NOT TO EXCEED 
MINIMUM ALLOWED. 

65-2-16.1 ERNENWBN/ROSENBAUM INDUSTRIES AREA VARIANCES GRANTED 
389 ROUTE 32 (WINDSOR HIGHWAY) #96-40 CZONE 9/9/96 

5 FT. REAR YARD VARIANCE FOR AN EXISTING SHED AND 2 FT. MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 
VARIANCE FOR AN EXISnNG FENCE GRANTED TO APPUCANT AT ABOVE ADDRESS. 

65-2-16.21,22 & 25 DAIDON^/N.W. PARTNERS LP. INTERP./AREA/SIGN VARIANCES GRANTED 
REQUEST WAS GRANTED FOR CONSTRUCTION OF RITE-AID PHARMACY AFTER DEMOUSHING 

CHARQPS FARM MARKET LOCATED ON RT.32 IN VAILS GATE. VARIANCES REQUESTED: (1) 
INTERPRETATION: BOUNDARIES OF THIS PARCEL BBNG PRIMARILY IN THE C ZONE AND THE PROPOSED 
STRUCTURE IS CONSISTENT WITH THE MEANING OF THE LAW IN SEC. 48-6; GRANT A 3 FT. 8 IN. MAX. 
BUILDING HQGHT GRANTED. VARIANCES FOR SIGN GRANTS): RITE AID PHARMACY I.D. SIGN. NOTE: 
NO VARIANCE WAS NEEDED FOR DRIVE THRU PHARMACY FOR IT WAS CONSIDERED DIRECnONAL 
SIGNS: HEIGHT OF FREE-STANDING SIGNS DENIH). MAXIMUM HBGHT OF FRK-STANDING SIGNS SHALL 
N0TEXCEED15FT.; A 36 FT. SIGN AREA OF FREE-STANDING SIGN WAS GRANTHD; SIGNS: VARIANCES 
APPROVED: (NUMBER OF SIGNS) "RITE AID PHARMAOT W/ "PHARMACY, "FOODMARr AND 1-HR. PHOTO 
ON AWNING TO BE COMBINED WITH "DRIVE THRU PHARMACY" AND XX>Bi 24 HOURS", PLUS "DRIVE THRU 
PHARMACY W/PICK UP & DROP OFP FOR A TOTAL OF 4 SIGNS. (ORIGINALLY 6 W B ^ PROPOSED). AREA 
OF FACADE SIGNS: 168 S.F OF SIGNAGE FOR AREA OF FACADE SIGNS ALLOWS). (SEE RLE IF THIS 
CONFUSING). 
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OFFICE OF THE PLANNING BOARD - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

ORANGE COUNTY, NY 

NOTICE OF DISAPPROVAL OF SITE PLAN OR SUBDIVISION APPLICATION 

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: SS^IS DATE: t3JUU Slff 

APPLICANT: BlLA Fn/m^V PM^TfJE£SrflP 
is§ m/w^/miA/ ST. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT YOUR APPLICATION DATED ^^ A^AY ^B 

FOR ($jBE)8a[^MiS»^/^TE PLANj]̂  

LOCATED AT /VYi /Z6(/TE ^2 

ZONE 

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING SITE: SEC: ^5" BLOCK: ^ 

IS DISAPPROVED ON THE FOLLOWING GROUNDS: 

VARmCE REQi/tSnEb m£ PMKIA/6 Sp/lCS SJ2E 
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PRi^PpSED OR VARIANCE 
REQUIREMENTS AVAILABLE REQUEST 

ZONE USE 

MIN. LOT AREA 

MIN. LOT WIDTH 

REQ'D FRONT YD 

REQ'D SIDE YD. 

REQ'D TOTAL SIDE YD 
REQ'D REAR YD. 

REQ'D FRONTAGE 

MAX. BLDG. HT. 

FLOOR AREA RATIO 

MIN. LIVABLE AREA 

DEV. COVERAGE 

O/S PARKING SPACES 

APPLICANT IS TO PLEASE CONTACT THE ZONING BOARD SECRETARY AT; 
(914-563-4630) TO MAKE AN APPOINTMENT WITH THE ZONING BOARD 
OF APPEALS, 

CC: Z.B.A., APPLICANT, P.B. ENGINEER, P.B. FILE 
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BIG V TOWN CENTRE SITE PLAN (98-15) RT. 3 2 VAILS GATE 
(LANGAN ENGINEERING) 

James Sweeney, Esq. appeared before the board for this 
proposal. 

MR. SWEENEY: For the record, thank you, again for 
putting us on the agenda. My name is Jim Sweeney, I'm 
here on behalf of Bila Corporation, which is the actual 
developer of the project. This is the first official 
visit that we're here before you. We were here a month 
or so ago, unofficial capacity, and we'd like to just 
bring to you a few things, unless you have some 
questions, perhaps about what's in front of you. With 
me is Jeff Rosenburg, who represented Bila who is the 
developer, and the owner. Also, I have Rich Ziegler 
from Langan Engineers, Cabbot Hudson from Langan and 
Ken, who's last name I can never remember, Narva, and 
Howard Albert, who's in the background here, also from 
the design group. First thing I would like to bring 
your attention to something that we talked about in the 
informal presentation and that in fact is the 
submission of the full EAF which we have submitted to 
you together with an expanded version of that, it's 
really an independent and separately bound traffic 
study that is in front of you that takes into account 
the nearby critical intersections as we see them to be 
and hopefully as you see them to be, and showing you 
that the dynamics in those various intersections is not 
something that you should really be concerned with. 
Secondly, I want to talk a little bit about something 
that is in the proposal, you'll see a sheet and I think 
it's 20B, which is an alternative to the site plan we 
talked about at our informal presentation, am I 
correct, on the sheet number, gentlemen? 

MR. PETRO: Yes. 

MR. SWEENEY: Shows really a reconfiguration of what I 
call the north end or right-hand side of the property 
which would be actually taking those, that section of 
the building out and rebuilding it in the configuration 
that you see in front of us. We haven't made a 
decision on that yet, but the market driven dynamic 
before we actually get to a point of public hearing or 
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anything, we'll make that, in fact, we'll make that 
decision before we come to you the next time. I wanted 
you t̂o be aware of, I wanted you to see what the 
thinking is in this whole dynamic as it begins to take 
shape, as you know, a lot of this is driven by who your 
tenants will be and what they really want. Next, I 
wants to bring your attention to parking and that 
brings me into the EAF. And the EAF which is 
separately bound on page 5 mainly because I didn't 
catch it fails to check off the Zoning Board of Appeals 
as one of the approval agencies that needs to be done, 
there's a variance that will be needed, we talked about 
that earlier. The net difference on the primary 
proposal that you have in front of you is a need for, 
and I forgot me sheet, 82, am I right? 

MR. HUDSON: That's correct. 

MR. SWEENEY: 82 additional spots, we're short 82 spots 
on the alternative, we're short 64 spots. 

MR. PETRO: Let me stop you there, Jim, only so I don't 
lose my train of thought, I suggested and I know that 
you were headed in the direction when you said variance 
to put some parking in the green area behind retail Al. 

MR. HUDSON: Yes, we didn't redo the rendering if you 
look at the site plan. 

MR. SWEENEY: Picture doesn't show it but the plan 
does. 

MR. PETRO: With that in place we're still shy 82 
spots? 

MR. SWEENEY: Yes, reason primarily being we've got a 
wetland that really curtails us, we had hopped that we 
might make more use of the additional spots, we can^t 
because of the wetland, that is another issue I want to 
talk to you briefly about. We have opened a dialogue 
with the Corps of Engineers and it's a detailed 
dialogue and we may be involved in an extended permit 
process, that's our problem and we'll take care of it. 

MR. PETRO: Is that filling, in other words, you're 
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going to fill? 

MR. HUDSON: That's correct. • / 

MR. SWEENEY: That is our hope and we think we'll come . 
away with that relief, we do. Those are the area^s of -
primary concern, primary information that you should be 
aware about and what we really would like today is to 
answer your questions and move towards you taking lead 
agency status and typing it and taking lead agency 
status and begin that process and hopefully within the 
next month or so, come back to you with one or other of 
those alternatives which one it is and I'd like you to 
address the fire departments concerns which I'm not 
aware of after you have told me about them and any 
other concerns. 

MR. PETRO: This is a list, obviously, from our 
engineer that you can pick up and probably some of 
these may be just housekeeping items, but Mark can you 
give them one of your lists, please? 

MR. EDSALL: I just did. 

MR. SWEENEY: Got an extra one, mark? 

MR. PETRO: In other words, James, rear yard setback 
appears incorrect, I don't want to go over that kind of 
stuff because you'll make it correct, we're not going 
to get sidetracked with the minor stuff, I want to go 
over the basics. Do you know what I want to talk about 
is the parking in the front with the two tier parking. 

MR. NARVA: That is a view of looking north here, the 
front of Shop Rite and underneath that. 

MR. PETRO: This new curb cut is also moved to the 
north, correct? 

MR. NARVA: Correct. 

MR. PETRO: The other curb cut looks like it's opposite 
Caldors more, we have to give this to DOT, my concern 
it would be opposite some other opening, somebody said 
where they'd put it would be close to the opposite, it 
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looks pretty close, so the state would approve it. 

MR. SWEENEY: We have got to go through DOT with the 
cuts, but maybe you want to see where the other cuts 
are on the other side and we'll do that. 

MR. PETRO: How many spots are underneath the deck? 

MR. SWEENEY: It's on the first sheet. 

MR. HUDSON: About 73. 

MR. PETRO: You're removing the entire entranceway to 
Caldors as it stands now? 

MR. NARVA: This entire piece which comes across like 
this is getting removed, this is all new construction. 
What remains is the Caldor and the Shop Rite, this and 
all of this and all of this new construction. 

MR. PETRO: The heavy black line in the rear of the 
buildings? 

MR. NARVA: It's a shadow. 

MR. PETRO: But you're keeping the rear^ yard setbacks 
or are you going to need variances that are existing so 
the other ones look like you're keeping it? 

MR. NARVA: Right, right. 

MR. NARVA: This plan, it's hard to get you guys all 
around cause these are spread around, this plan is 
really meant to show you the detail of the street scape 
and the role that site improvements plays on it. It's 
a rendered plan for that reason, a highly engineered 
plan, you know, deals with site plan issues, that's the 
purpose of this. 

MR- PETRO: Okay, I don't want to get into all the 
technical, I know you have a lot of minor—is there 
anything in particular that you want to talk about? 

MR. EDSALL: Obviously, some of them are answered in 
the presentation as far as the intent, they do have an 
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intent to get down to a single plan once they move a 
little bit forward. 

MR. SWEENEY: I didn't want to hide anything from you. 

MR. EDSALL: Their next important step is to go to the 
ZBA and some of my comments will need to be addressed 
when they make their application because the degree of^ 
the variance they'll need for parking is affected by 
the calculations so we'll have to fix that up. 

MR. SWEENEY: That is your Item D? 

MR. EDSALL: Yeah, ID. 

MR. HUDSON: Majority of comments we don't have a 
problem with and there were some gray areas where we 
went to height and setback based on what exists there 
today versus what's required by the codes and I believe 
I don't know if we got that direction from Jim or 
someone else, that if it was there today that is what 
we were--

MR, EDSALL: Before we fill out the Zoning Board of 
Appeals referral form, we'll coordinate with Mike and 
the applicant, we'll make sure that everything is 
correctly filled out so in answer to your question, 
Jim, I think that is the number one thing is the ZBA 
referral, you should talk about the parking and number 
two, we do need to agree that we're going to send out a 
lead agency coordination letter. 

MR. PETRO: Why don't we authorize that? 

MR. LUCAS: I'll make a motion. 

MR. ARGENIO: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: New Windsor Planning Board motion that we 
organize and send out lead agency coordination letter 
for the Big V Town Centre site plan on Route 32. Is 
there any further discussion from the board members? 
If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 
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MR. 
MR. 
MR. 
MR. 
MR. 

MR. 

ARGENIO 
STENT 
LANDER 
LUCAS 
PETRO 

PETRO: Mark, 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

are -Mark, are -you going to get that started? 

MR. EOSALL: I'll take care of that and contact the 
application for additional copies as we need for the 
circulation. 

MR. PETRO: James, here's the copies, Mr. Sweeney, from 
the fire inspector for the rest of the board's 
edification, we have a denial on the fire, it's very 
early in the procedure and I'm sure we can clear up the 
problems. We have informed Mr. Sweeney and one of the 
engineers. Let me poll the board. Does the board want 
to entertain any other site improvements at this time? 
Do you want to give any other direction to the 
applicant what they'd like to see or not see? 

MR. LUCAS: The concept of what you're doing in the 
front of the building, main building, will they be the 
same like Burger King and the restaurant, are they 
going to change the facade and stuff? 

MR. NARVA: The Burger King, I'm not sure about the 
lease, but everything else would be absolutely, it's 
hard to present to your guys design when you're in 270 
degree layout here because this is really meant to be 
done much closer up. If you look at the site plan, it 
is drawn in great detail, so the renderings are 
designed in great detail and basically, if you look at 
the site improvements, street scape, building facades, 
the roof line, how it begins, where it ends, the 
different grades, it's all been thought out and it's 
articulated here fairly clearly. We'll make copies of 
all of this in color for you, an 8 x 11 or 11 x 17 and 
give them as well. 

MR. PETRO: The landscaping, this is not a landscaping 
plan generated as of yet, correct? 
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MR. EDSALL: No. 

MR. PETRO: Just want to give one direction is in the 
front of the property, namely, yes, the Route 3 2 side 
basically anything Old Forge Hill Road side and Old 
Temple Hill Road side some nice trees, plantings we're 
going to be looking for that. 

MR. BABCOCK: Page 24. 

MR. EDSALL: There's a lighting and landscaping plan, I 
didn't go into detail because of the Zoning Board 
first. 

MR. PETRO: I'm fine. 

MR. LUCAS: When you talk about the last time the 
sidewalks or something you had brought up? 

MR. SWEENEY: You asked us to investigate, we haven't 
done enough investigation as to the right-of-way width 
and whether or not we can squeeze a sidewalk. If we 
can, we will. If we can't, we'll tell you about it. 

MR. PETRO: You're here for the Zoning Board referral, 
Mark, what else? 

MR. EDSALL: One other thing that would affect the 
parking and maybe we can get some feedback from the 
board on they have created in all the critical areas I 
believe a 30 foot aisle for those heavy traffic areas, 
the one place that they don't have it that I believe 
they are going to need it is the interconnection 
between the lower area near the Burger King access 
running parallel to 3 2 up the ramp and up to the main 
entrance. 

MR. NARVA: Here? 

MR. EDSALL: Yes, that is set up as a 24 foot aisle 
like looking over the entire site, that is one weakness 
you're going to get a lot of traffic, if they are 
laying it out in concept, that should be bumped up to 
to a 30, that may cause a couple spaces to be lost, I'd 
hate to have them go for a variance, get a variance and 
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have us chop more spaces out and ruin their variance. 
So I think we should, if the board agrees, we should 
ask them to take that into account, •• 

MR. PETRO: Don't we have 2 5 minimum? 

MR. EDSALL: Don't forget, they are going to the Zoning 
Board for a variance down to 2 4 for the entire site as 
well as the decrease in the parking space size for the 
entire site. 

MR. PETRO: What's the width of the spaces, 9 x 19? 

MR. HUDSON: 9 x 18, so it's 60 foot spine we're 
looking for a three foot variance. 

MR. NARVA: We have found historically that the 3 0 foot 
aisle is really needed in one primary place, that's in 
front of the stores for circulation and all shopping 
centers and main street entrances. There's an argument 
here that this is a secondary major drive, it's a 
relationship or give and take between number of spaces, 
you know, and the width of the landscape islands, it's 
just there's a road, there's an a building and X amount 
of space in between. 

MR. PETRO: If we go to 30, we may lose some 
landscaping which I don't want to give, it may lose the 
sidewalk for sure. 

MR. EDSALL: My opinion to the board do as you care or 
as you wish, they are look at decreasing which now you 
have as a reduced minimum parking space this and 
reduced minimum aisle because don't forget, you used to 
have 2 0 foot spaces, it's gone down to 19, now they are 
proposing 18 and decreasing aisle width from 5 to 24^ 
it's going to be a heavy trafficked area. 

MR. PETRO: I still believe if two cars can't pass 
within 2 5 feet they should take a trolley. 

MR. HUDSON: One of the reasons we put the 3 0 isn't so 
much for the cars, but what commonly happens in 
emergency situations or situations, even though you 
have no parking, somebody pulls up because they want to 
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get the kids or packages. 

MR. PETRO; You have more pedestrians. 

MR. HUDSON: You still have the ability for two cars to 
pass by while another car is sitting there or someone 
else or there is somebody sitting there with a cart or 
whatever, that's minimum. 

MR. NARVA: Also, if you study, this could be a long 
discussion, if you study national urban land institute, 
ICSC, all kinds of organizations, public and private, 
the deal with parking design shopping center layout 
there's a design, there's absolutely an objective to 
really understand how many cars are needed, what the 
size of cars are, where you need wide aisles and how 
you maximize or minimize impervious area, maximize 
landscaped area. 

MR. PETRO: I like Mark's idea, he's on the right 
track, but if we can't have it there, I'd rather not 
give up the landscaping and sidewalk but I'd like to 
see you go back to a 25 foot. Stay within our minimum 
anyway. 

MR. SWEENEY: We can do that. 

MR. PETRO: Landscaping, I'm going to be a stickler 
when it comes to that. I think 2 5 feet and I think 
Jerry agrees two, two cars should be able to pass. 

MR. ARGENIO: That is exclusively limited to the area 
to the south of the main entrance but 2 5 feet inclusive 
of area north of the main entrance, it would seem to me 
it should be limited to just south. 

MR. PETRO: Where the main flow is. 

MR. HUDSON: Connects up to the top. 

MR. ARGENIO: Okay. 

MR. PETRO: That's correct. 

MR. ARGENO: To the north. 
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MR. PETRO: Are you going to be removing some of* the, 
right now, where the carts are, lot of the spots are 
taken up by carts, are you going to be removing them? 
I don't see any on here. 

MR. NARVA: They'll have them, it's a discussion 
between the landlord and the tenant as to the best way 
to do that. 

MR. PETRO: More pointedly, are the parking 
calculations taken into consideration removing those 
and putting in a cart spot, cart corrals? 

MR- EDSALL: Not at this point. 

MR. PETRO; You're not showing any and counting every 
spot? 

MR. EDSALL: Yes. 

MR. PETRO: Make sure when you go to the zoning board, 
do it one way or the other. I'd like to know, I was 
over at Wal-Mart and I see that Wal-Mart has not half 
their parking lot, but a third of the parking lot is 
now selling garden goods and all fenced off, what about 
the parking lot, you follow my point? 'its rather 
interesting, I'd like to try to get away with that , 
myself somewhere. 

MR. ARGENIO: Usurping parking places with sales. 

MR. PETRO: Not like they are using up a few with 
carts. 

MR. NARVA: I'm sure they are not paying rent on that. 

MR. PETRO: Lighting, you have a lighting detail? 

MR. LUCAS: Lighting put underneath, is there a daytime 
lighting underneath that? 

MR. NARVA: Absolutely, minimum ten foot candles, very 
bright. 
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MR. PETROj Listen, yes, we're not going to--MarK, 
anything. *else for planning board at this point? 

MR. EDSALL: For now, I think that is really the 
critical issues. 

MR. SWEENEY: We're going to the Zoning Board of 
Appeals, you have done your lead agency, no, that's it, 
that is where we want to go. 

MR. PETRO: Motion to approve. 

MR. STENT: Motion we approve Big V. 

MR. ARGENIO: Second it. 

MR. PETRO: Motion mas been made and seconded that the 
New Windsor Planning Board grant final approval to the 
Big V Town Centre site plan on Route 32. Is there any 
further discussion? If not, roll call. 

ROLL CALL 

MR. ARGENIO 
MR. STENT 
MR. LANDER 
MR. LUCAS 
MR. PETRO 

NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 

MR. PERO: You have been recommended to the Town of New 
Windsor Zoning Board to get your necessary variances. 
Once you have received those variances, if you are 
successful, put them on the map, we'll review it at the 
planning board level. 

MR. EDSALL: One other item that I had in there that 
you that, that I want to get the board's authorization 
for the traffic study, when we get involved in a more 
comprehensive traffic study in the past, the board has 
had no objection with us referring that to a traffic 
consultant to look at and reporting back to me, I'd 
like to do that on this application. 

MR. PETRO: Any problem with that from any of the 
members? 

^ 
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MR. LANDER: No problem. 

MR. PETRO: That will be your direction then. 

MR. EDSALL: I'll take care of it. 

' • ) 
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J u l y 1 3 , 1998 

BILA FAMTT.Y PARTNERSHIP 

James G. Sweeney/ Esq., Cabot M. Hudson, P.E., and 
Howard S. Albert appeared before the board for this 
proposal. 

MR NUGENT: Request for variation of Sec. 48-16A(3) 
Size of parking spaces for shopping complex located on 
Route 32 in a C zone. 

MR. SWEENEY: Good evening, my name is Jim Sweeney. 
I'm here on behalf of the Bila Family Partnership. 
This is really a follow up to an earlier presentation 
to the planning board with regard to the Big V Shopping 
Center on Route 32. I thank you for scheduling us for 
this preliminary conference. We've got a couple of 
boards here that help make this a lot clearer than the 
paperwork. What we'll be talking about preliminarily 
is really a comprehensive parking space variance. And 
I'll pass this out which helps to explain things. What 
you see here is the architectural renderings done by 
PEG/PARK which is our design folks with regards to what 
we would ultimately like to accomplish with the Big V 
Shopping Center and really rehabilitate the facility 
entirely and bring it into a modern state of affairs. 
And in that process, really address and look at the 
parking situation which has been a problem for you 
folks for years and been a problem for us and the 
owners of the facility in attracting quality of tenants 
and so forth. The presentation at the planning board 
was fairly comprehensive as what we would like to do, 
but we knew we were going to run into a parking problem 
so that's what we're here for. What you're seeing set 
up is a plan and what you have in front of you is a 
plan that shows a combination of parking areas that 
total 1,684, excuse me, that total 1,245. What is 
required by your ordinance is 1,684. And as you look 
at that graph and schematic and columns of the document 
that I handed out to you and you turn your attention to 
column O towards the right of the document, you'll see 
how this lines up. Your ordinance calls for 5.5 spaces 
per 1,000 feet gross floor area not net, not available 
to customer and retail areas. Actually, that calls for 
gross floor area which includes storage space so forth 
and so on. So if you take the factor of multiply 5.5 
per 1,000 of gross floor area for the retail store, you 
come up with a figure of 1,616 required. For the bank, 
that's a fairly minimal amount, you come up with a 
required amount of eight. And for the eating and 
drinking places based on seating you come up with 
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fairly minimal amount of 60. And, as I said, the total 
would wind up being 1,684, What you have in front of 
you is a plan that proposes 1,245 lots and it's also a 
plan that is designed at a parking stall of 9 x 18 feet 
whereby your ordinance calls for the old standard of 
10 X 20 square feet. Also, you will see in column P 
right beside the parking column, a differential between 
the required number of loading docks required being 29 
and the number being provided at 15,. but the number 
that are being provided are larger in size and nature. 
The problem we have is area, space. We have a site 
that's limited by the buildings themselves and what we 
would like to do, we have wetlands to the south, maybe 
it's southeast, southwest --

MR. NUGENT: Southwest. 

MR. SWEENEY: -- and we've just about maxed out on the 
parking. And as you will from Cabot Hudson and maybe 
somebody from PEG/PARK, what we intended, and maybe 
you've already heard about, is to double deck up some 
of the parking, put it over/under to get a much better 
arrangement for parking than is presently there. Cabot 
or maybe Howard Albert, you could maybe come up and 
talk about this in a little more detail so you get a 
feel for what we're up against and where we'd like to 
go. 

MR. ALBERT: My name is Howard Albert from PEG/PARK, 
I'm the project manager. And the goal here is to 
transform Big V from what is now an unattractive strip 
center with outdated interior mall into a town center 
that's both pedestrian friendly and economically 
viable. To begin our analysis, what we do is we go and 
do an existing site context analysis and analysis of 
the existing center. We're right here on Route 42, Old 
Forge Hill Road and Old Temple Hill. Along here 
there's commercial structures and the back is 
residential. Right now this is the existing Big V 
Shopping Center. Site access and visibility, the 
access right now is along Route 32, minor access along 
Old Forge Hill Road and Old Temple Hill Road. 
Primarily the visibility is from these corners at Route 
32 and Forge Hill and Temple Hill Road. Site 
circulation and parking, as Jim mentioned, what we want 
to do here is keep the trucks and the pedestrians and 
the cars segregated from each other with trucks running 
around the rear and parking and pedestrians in front. 
As you know from the center right now, there's a very 
steep gradient across the front and there's basically a 
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real big problem right here where Shoprite hits the 
interior mall. This is an analysis of the site 
topography right across the center of the parking lot. 
You can see there's a major slope and a lot of problems 
of carts running away going into cars. Also because of 
the fact that there's the wetland from the stream, 
there's a great drop in grade, steep slopes along the 
back of the site. Now, what we've done is we've taken 
all of this and we've analyzed it and what happens is 
that we try and come up with a retail solution for the 
design and then make it a design solution. What we've 
done here, we want to do for the center is to analyze 
the retail and design, what we want to do is keep 
things here that make sense, the existing Shoprite, the 
existing Caldors and some of the existing retail. 
Remove what doesn't make sense, which is the interior 
mall, and replace and augment that with more retail in 
order to get a critical mass for the project to make 
sense. As you can see here, what we've done is we 
removed the interior mall from the center of the 
shopping center. You can see this here on top, this is 
the space right here where the existing, some of the 
existing interior mall is. That exposes the Caldor 
facade here. This is the lower level where the 
Shoprite is here. What we're trying to do is use this 
big gradient differential at this point and making it 
two levels. So this parking overlays above a lower 
deck. The parking here is for the upper part of the 
center, the parking here is for the existing Shoprite 
below and you can see that here. This is above where 
the Caldor is and this is below where Shoprite is. And 
back here you can see there's parking that's basically 
going under the upper deck. This analysis, what we 
then try and do is establish the center's identity 
which we've done there. We've tried to do a very 
user-friendly, pedestrian-oriented center. Right now 
as you can see, very large scale, quite unattractive 
from the street. What we've tried to do here is use 
friendly materials, brick, colorful awnings, 
landscaping for the site in order to make it more 
pedestrian friendly and take it into the next century. 
Those are the design principles that we've used to 
establish the design of the site. And I'll turn it 
back to Jim and he can talk more about the variances. 

MR. SWEENEY: I didn't tell you earlier that back in 
1989 the Bila Family Group came before you and did 
achieve a parking variance and height variance for the 
existing facility. The height variance because of the 
clock tower and the parking variance because of the 
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limitations at the site even with the existing 
facility. And what you awarded back 1989 was a 
variance for 213 spots. So if you take the 
differentials of what's required, what we're proposing 
to supply and add in the variance factor, the number of 
parking spaces that we really need is 226 at the 19, 
excuse me, 9 x 18 foot criteria rather than at the 
10 X 20 foot criteria. And you've heard how there's 
really no other way to achieve an attractive facility 
and build in the type of parking that your ordinance 
requires. Your ordinance is a unique ordinance and one 
of the older ordinances that looks towards that gross 
floor area multiplier rather than net floor area. But 
at any rate, that's pretty much where we are and also 
with the parking facilities. We seem to get at least a 
favorable idea, conceptual idea from the planning 
board, and they referred us here and that's where we 
are. 

MR. KRIEGER: Mike, if I may, if the standard size of 
parking place now according to ordinance is 9 x 18, or 
9 x 19? 

MR. BABCOCK: It's 10 x 20 today and it's proposed to 
go to 9 x 19. 

MR. KRIEGER: That's what I thought. 

MR. NUGENT: I'm a little confused on the second level 
parking. Is this proposed in this to add parking 
places up there? 

MR. SWEENEY: It's really under. Cabot Hudson, maybe 
you could explain with a little more detail? 

MR. HUDSON: This is actually showing what's going on 
beneath this area. 

MR. NUGENT: Even with those parking places you're 
still short? 

MR. HUDSON: Yeah. 

MR. TORLEY: You're adding a lot of space. 

MR. HUDSON: Actually, we are only adding a net of 
30,000 square feet. 

MR. ALBERT: Because we're removing a major portion of 
the interior of the center. 
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MR. REIS: Can you show us on the diagram what yoU''re 
adding? 

MR. HUDSON: Mainly it's over in this area but just so 
you can see what's being taken away, a substantial 
amount of square footage in here, that's being removed. 

MR. NUGENT: And that is? Can you give us an idea of 
what that number is? Ballpark it. It don't have to be 
exact. 

What's the total space you have right now? 

Total square footage? 

Yes . 

About 267 and we're proposing 299,570. 

That's with taking the other one away? 

Right. 

MR. ALBERT: That's correct. Right now, from this 
point to this point right across here is retail, right 
in the center. 

MR. TORLEY: So you're adding 32,252 square feet. How 
many, you've got that second level garage, how many 
rows of parking are going to be under that cover there? 

MR. HUDSON: It's going to be two rows. 

MR. ALBERT: Right, and we're able to accomplish that 
because at that point at the site, as you know, it 
grades down at a very steep slope. So you can 
basically slide that under the top of the deck. 

MR. TORLEY: At present, there are also a lot of, you 
haven't mentioned, there are a number of sign variances 
on the site as well. 

MR. 

MR. 

MR. 

MR. 

MR. 

MR. 

TORLEY 

HUDSON 

TORLEY 

HUDSON 

NUGENT 

HUDSON 

MR. HUDSON That's correct. 

MR. TORLEY: As you redo this, is it your intention to 
comply with the sign ordinance as stated or are you 
going to be back for sign variances? 

MR, SWEENEY: We haven't really designed the sign, so 
we're going to try to get as close to it as we can, to 
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the sign variance, 'the sign requirements. 

MR. ALBERT: Just,let me say with the signage here what 
we're proposing is much more in scale with the smaller 
retial environment, much more pedestrian-friendly scale 
environment. You"' can see above of the awning, that's 
where the sign goes of course, they'11 be a sign at 
Caldors, at S.hoprite on the pediments there, and if 
there's a major retailer here, at that point, they will 
have larger signs. 

MR. HUDSON: From a site standpoint, and our actual 
standpoint, we will be requesting a variance for at 
least one pile-on sign. We're proposing three, one on 
Old Forge, one at the main entrance right here and then 
one back on Old Temple Hill at this entrance. I mean 
this one will probably be the major one. These are 
more for identifying access points and, you know, 
traffic control and things like that. Again, just to 
let you know, and I wasn't watching where Howard was 
pointing, the layout as the center that exists today is 
1) very inefficient 2) somewhat dangerous in that all 
this traffic from this center aisle where all the 
traffic comes in is very un--user-friendly because 
people have to go between cars with their shopping 
carts or to get to the stores. Ideally, from a center 
layout what you're trying to do is make the roads 
perpendicular with the entrances to the stores so when 
you get out of your car, you walk down the aisle up 
into the store. Also landscaping here is very, very 
sparse. Since Jeff isn't here, I can tell you it's not 
a very attractive center. 

MR. TORLEY: It's nonexistent. 

MR. HUDSON: Right. It is a 25-year-old center that 
hasn't been upgraded in quite a while. In addition to 
that, from, again, what Howard was saying, this plan 
will -~ because these spaces all in here are useless, 
this aisle right here is cut off. Ideally, what we'd 
like to do is, and just to go into this slightly, we've 
provided a 30 foot roadway around the front of the 
stores and all our main access aisles. So it gives 
cars plenty of room to get around other cars that are 
stopped or picking somebody up or stopped doing 
something there, it provides it in a much more safe 
manner. What we've done with the aisles is limited 
those to 24 feet so we don't have people either waiting 
in here or doing that. People are going to access in 
and out of their spaces. We've tried to provide 
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uniform flows through here and around here. One of the 
planning board's suggestions was that if we widened 
this aisle right in here, a little bit wider aisle, 
which we've agreed to do or actually have done in our 
plans, just to provide people who come in here a way of 
getting up back up top to the center. . This is going to 
be a ramp, you know, changing the grades; whereas right 
now you have that grade change in front of the store, 
it's going to be transferred to the outside of the site 
keeping it away from where people are walking in and 
out of the stores. 

MR. NUGENT: Is that double level parking area going to 
detract from the view of that what would be the Caldor 
building? 

MR. HUDSON: No, not all. 

MR. NUGENT: It's going to be below it? 

MR. HUDSON: It's going to be below it. This will be 
on grade basically with the Caldor building. 

MR. NUGENT: The top part of it? 

MR. HUDSON: Yes. So it won't be above, it won't be up 
in the air, it's basically subsurface. 

MR. REIS: You mentioned that there's going to be two 
aisles of parking on the sub? 

MR. HUDSON: Yes. If look, actually you can look on --

MR. SWEENEY: It's up there on the left-hand corner of 
the plan that's in front of you. 

MR. REIS: What does that equate to in parking spaces? 

MR. HUDSON: It's about 70, 73 cars, something like 
that. You can see that this dashed line right here is 
the limit of the overhang and then you have one aisle, 
two aisles back into the area. There'll be a retaining 
wall here, there's parking over top of it. 

MR. TORLEY: And the plan as you're proposing it will 
not be altering drainage or increasing the runoff? 

MR. HUDSON: No, it's very, very similar, I think it's 
within two percent of the impervious surface as it now 
exists. We have talked to the engineer and we have 
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provided a drainage study and all that previously has 
been worked out. 

MR. NUGENT: When you come back for the public hearing, 
I would like to know how many feet you're removing. 

MR. HUDSON: Okay. 

MR. NUGENT: Of existing building. 

MR. ALBERT: About 4 00 feet. 

MR. HUDSON: No, he meant square feet. 

MR. NUGENT: Square feet. 

MR. TORLEY: When you can get back to us. 

MR. HUDSON: It's roughly 20. 

MR. KRIEGER: 20,000? 

MR. HUDSON: Yes. 

MR. NUGENT: Well, 140,000 if I read this correctly. 

MR. TORLEY: A net of 3 2,5. 

MR. HUDSON: A net of 3 2,5. 

MR. NUGENT: What's 3 2,5? 

MR. HUDSON: Net increase. 

MR. SWEENEY: We'll have that figure for you. 

MR. REIS: Behind the new buildings, gentlemen, the two 
new buildings --

MR. HUDSON: Yes. 

MR. REIS: -- is that parking area, is that now asphalt 
or are you going to be adding asphalt? 

MR. HUDSON: We'll be adding asphalt a little back to 
this way. The parking area that now exists is right in 
where the buildings are. We'll be adding asphalt. 

MR. TORLEY: That looks like more than two percent of 
the area. 
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MR. HUDSON: Actually, when we worked it out, it comes 
back to really, well, yeah, maybe this is more than two 
percent, but -with all the landscaping and everything 
else that's been added to the site plan, our 
discussions with the engineer early on, it was 
basically two percent, three percent, somewhere in 
there. It wasn't a significant impact from a 
impervious ̂ standpoint. 

MR. KRIEGER: Just SO you understand, the reason he was 
asking about drainage, the details of drainage of 
course are a planning board concerning. In other 
words, the zoning board of appeals' concern is that the 
drainage on the site won't be channeled on the, create 
a hazard, channelled on the road or channelled onto the 
neighborhood. So it will ask you at the time of the 
public hearing in general terms what you're going to do 
with the drainage. Not necessarily work it out with 
the same kind of detail that you would necessarily with 
planning board, but the zoning board has to be assured 
that it isn't going to create a hazard. 

MR. HUDSON: And I can assure you right now that even 
in an informal basis that the entire drainage system 
has been revised up to today's standards and will not 
be a hazard of any stretch. In fact, the town had a 
study down stream, I'm trying to find the culvert, had 
to do an additional study down stream to just ensure 
that not only we weren't causing a problem, but also 
that a problem didn't exist today in certain parts of 
it . 

MR. REIS: Can you show the board where your southwest 
boundary line is? 

MR. HUDSON: Comes in here, back into here, into that's 
it right there. 

MR. REIS: Okay, thank you. 

MR, NUGENT: The other section that's left back there, 
just where you were just pointing. No, right alongside 
the parking area, that you cannot utilize because it's 
wetlands? 

MR. HUDSON: Wetlands, yes. You can see better on this 
plan. This line right in here and back all through 
here, it's all wet. 

MR. NUGENT: So basically if I understand this whole 
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thing, after all is said and done, we're looking for a 
couple hundred parking places? 

226. 

Right. 

And they're also loading docks. 

And also to make the parking places 

MR. SWEENEY: Which is something th planning board has 
under consideration now I think. 

MR. KRIEGER: But the ordinance is proposed to be 
changed, the town ordinance. Even after the ordinance 
is changed, that was my reason for my questioning 
Mr. Babcock, but even after this change, these parking 
places as proposed are still small --

MR. ALBERT: We're also looking for a height variance. 

MR. SWEENEY: I'm not sure we need a height variance. 
I have to take that up with Edsall. 

MR. TORLEY: Your tower. 

MR. SWEENEY: The tower's coming off. 

MR. TORLEY: That tower on the left there is not going 
of your drawing 

MR. SWEENEY: Well, there is, see, there was a height 
variance granted also in 1989. It was a 13 foot height 
variance granted in 1989 which I think accommodates the 
deficiency for the tower now. I don't think there's 
any difference but I've got to check that out with Mark 
Edsall. 

MR. ALBERT: I don't think, I think chimneys and towers 
are not included in this and this is not a retail 
structure, it's basically a landmark that marks where 
the upper portion, at this point there's escalators and 
stairs going down connecting one to the other, so 
that's a landmark here. Actually, for this building 
here, we believe at this point it's we need --

MR. SWEENEY: It's 24. Is that the one that's 24? 
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MR. ALBERT: It's 26 feet 4 inches. And at th-e moment, 
we don't know what size this retail building is. We're 
suspecting that it would be more in the ne'ighborhood of 
30 feet high because of the nature of that large 
retailer. Now, one thing that I should point out is 
that Temple Hill Road from this point, there^'s a 
retaining wall there, so the point here on the pavement 
is 10 below that road, so over from the ^rea from here 
to here. We're requesting a variance here above the 26 
feet but it starts 10 feet down from Temple Hill Road, 
at that point there's a retaining wall there. 

MR. TORLEY: Mike, I am not, I'm trying to remember but 
my recollection is from some of the other malls that 
we've had in here, that architectural things like 
towers are counted in a height variance. 
MR. BABCOCK: If it's part of the building. It always 
has been. 

MR. TORLEY: So the tower would count? 

MR. BABCOCK: But this is a unique site. It would be 
an average height, it's not just the height where that 
tower is. Like where you're saying on that one side of 
the building it's 10 foot below grade, you don't get 
the credit because it's below grade, but it's an 
average of that height all the way around the building. 

MR. TORLEY: And, Mike, again, if this is the standard 
grade and they excavate out 20 feet and build a 50 foot 
high building, is it a 50 foot high building as far as 
height goes? 

MR. BABCOCK: If it's excavated 10 foot all the way 
around, then it's a 30 foot building, but if it's only 
10 foot on two sides, then now it's basically 
considered five foot in the ground and you only get 
half of it. 

MR. SWEENEY: But I still point out to the board that 
there is a 13 foot height variance that you've already 
granted which I think takes up the need that Al's 
speaking about. All right, I'm looking at 
Sec. 48-15(A): Structures such as chimney flutes, 
towers and spires may exceed the height limitation of 
48-12 provided that in the aggregate they occupy not 
more than 20 percent of the roof area and that the 
total height is not more than 50 percent higher than 
the average building height. 
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MR. NUGENT: I don't know, Mike, what's that all about? 
You might not need a height variance. 

MR. TORLEY: Personally, I think this is a very nice 
plan. The rea-son I'm bringing these up is so you only 
have to go through this process once. 

MR. ALBERT: Yeah. 

MR. SWEENEY: It seems to me that the differential that 
we're providing is 24 feet average height. We still 
have 13 feet to add on to that and you still make the 
30 foot requirement because we have the 13 foot 
variance. We have 13 feet in our back pocket that we 
have from 1989. 

MR. HUDSON: But is that also with this structure here? 

MR. SWEENEY: Yeah, I think so. 

MR. HUDSON: So it was a site variance? 

MR. SWEENEY: Yeah, it was overall. It's not limited 
to any particular structure. 

MR. BABCOCK: I think it may have been limited to the 
application that was before the board at the time. 

MR. SWEENEY: The language of the decision doesn't 
differentiate it at all. 

MR. BABCOCK: Right. I think that's a question for 
Andy . 

MR. TORLEY: The application at the time was on the 
sign on the Caldors. 

MR. BABCOCK: Yeah, right, Caldors. 

MR. HUDSON: But it was the rear facade, right? 

MR. NUGENT: But they may not need that. 

MR. KRIEGER: Certainly, our decision had to have been 
based on the presentation of the facts before the board 
which is different from these facts. I think the 
purpose of bringing it up was merely to bring it to 
your attention. Whether or not you add, an invitation, 
if you want to add a height variance request, then now 
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is the time to do it 
Torley's point was. 

I think that's what member 

MR. SWEENEY We'll do it. 

MR. KRIEGER: Well, if you decide not to do it, that's 
up to you. ' 

MR. SWEENEY: I don't want to be here many times 
either. We'll, just in case, we'll add it but I don't 
think we need it. 

MR. KRIEGER: You can always turn around at the public 
hearing and say, whoops, we decided that we don't need 
it. You can take away at that point, it's difficult to 
add. 

MR. SWEENEY Okay, we'll do it. 

MR. RETS: Gentlemen, can you help me with something 
here? 

MR. HUDSON: Sure. 

MR. REIS: By reducing the width of the parking areas 
from 10 to 9 is your plan, what is your net gain? 

MR. HUDSON: Approximately it was 50? It was 50 plus 
or minus. 

MR. REIS: About 50 cars. 

MR, HUDSON: Mm-hmm. 

MR. REIS: As a consumer, that's a concern of mine. I 
shop there. Mike, right now we're on the books for 
10 X 20 and we're going to be reducing it to 10 x 19? 

9 x 18. They want to go to 9 x 18. 

Is that what the proposal is 9 x 18? 

9 X 18 . 

This applicant's proposal is 9 x 18. 

That's right. The law is 10 x 20. The 

MR. 

MR. 

MR. 

MR. 

BABCOCK 

KRIEGER 

BABCOCK 

KRIEGER 

MR. BABCOCK 
proposed new law is going to be 9 x 19 

MR. REIS: Our law? 
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MR. BABCOCK: Yes. 

MR. KRIEGER: So they' re proposing in tf'he new law the 
same width as this applicant proposes but one foot 
greater in length than this proposal. 

MR. TORLEY: Less in length. 

MR. KRIEGER: Well, this is one foot less than what the 
proposed ordinance is. 

MR. TORLEY: I would appreciate one thing, again, when 
you come back for your public hearing it would help me 
to visualize it a little bit if you can show how many 
parking spots would be on this lot with the present 
ordinance 10 x 20 and with the proposed new ordinance 
of 9 X 19. 

MR. HUDSON: What's the aisle width on the 9 x 19? 

MR. BABCOCK: 25. 

MR. HUDSON: Are both of them 25? 

MR. BABCOCK: Yeah. 

MR. HUDSON: So it's 25 maintained. 

MR. KRIEGER: You have some 24's here so you're going 
to have to figure that in. 

MR. HUDSON: Right. 

MR. TORLEY: Figure the handicap spots. 

MR. HUDSON: Right. 

MR. TORLEY: Again, let me visualize how big the 
variance actually is. 

MR. ALBERT: Just to recap, our proposal is 9 x 18 with 
a 24 foot aisle. 

MR. HUDSON: That's correct. 

MR. TORLEY: Andy, if they're proposing fewer number of 
spaces and the spaces are smaller, how do we phrase 
that as far as a request? 

MR. NUGENT: They need a bigger variance. 
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MR. KRIEGER:- You need two variances instead of one. 

MR. TORLiEY: Variance for the number and a variance for 
the size. 

MR. KRIEC3E-R: Correct. 

MR. NUGENT: And the number would be larger if we made 
them go with the other one. If they need it. 

MR. KRIEGER: Well, they work together but they are two 
separate requests. 

MR. NUGENT: Right. 

MR. TORLEY: They're asking for a variance of 226 
parking spaces. 

MR. SWEENEY: 226. 

MR. TORLEY: Do we count 226 as a variance at 9 x 18? 

MR. SWEENEY: Yes. 

MR. TORLEY: Or 10 x 20 or how? 

MR. BABCOCK: I don't know, is the parking that you 
calculated on as being proposed, are you using the 5.5 
or are you using retail? 

MR. SWEENEY: No, 5.5 of gross is what we used and we 
want a variance from what the required is under that 
formula which will be 226 cars, 226 spots. 

MR. TORLEY: Again, if you don't mind, when you come 
back for your presentation, it would make it easier to 
visualize, if you could compute -- the number of 
required parking spaces, I know it's not in our codes, 
if you could compute the number of parking spaces based 
on net area which I gather is the more common 
procedure, so that would give me a better feel of what 
we're looking for. 

MR. HUDSON: I think to try to answer the point that 
you're trying to make it almost depends on which 
variance you grant first. If you grant the variance 
for the smaller spaces initially, then you have the 
right number you're asking for. If you grant for the 
number initially, and the other one doesn't go through, 
then you may have a problem. So I think that's where 
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you were going with your question. 

MR, TORLEY: So if we could see how many parking 
spaces, other municipalities use by net rather than 
gross? 

MR. BABCOCK: Right. 

MR. TORLEY: So if we could get some feel of how this 
would fit by net, we could get a feel for it. 

MR. BABCOCK: The industry standard right now which is 
driven mainly by the tenants is 5 per thousand in 
gross. The parking space size based on industry 
standard also, and this takes in all types of 
municipalities whether it's pure urban or suburban or 
more rural, is a 9 x 18 x 24 foot aisle, 60 foot spine. 
We do have some literature if you want to read it at 
your perusal but it's given out by the Urban Land 
Institute and the National Parking Association and 
they've come up with guidelines. If you'd like to see 
it, I have a number of copies. I know in recent years 
people have been more and more concerned because 
there's more and more trucks, more and more sport 
utility vehicles. Besides the really large ones like 
Suburbans and now the Expeditions and things like that, 
the other sport utility vehicles are not much wider 
anyway as far as a vehicle than the standard midsize 
car and people seem to lose that. So the 
clarifications which these industry standards put on 
the cars don't change because the car's higher up in 
the air which makes it have the appearance of being 
larger and other such things. So the results of this 
and results of other studies have actually come out 
that it's about a 50/50 blend of large cars, which 
would be your large Cadillacs or I forget what the 
breakdown is, to smaller cars, which like a Camry is 
now deemed a small car, but what they have done is they 
have changed the definition of the size of those 
vehicles. I think the standard size vehicle is now 6 
1/2 x 15 feet long, I think that's what standard size 
is, and that's where they come up with the standard 
size parking. They have actually gone away from 
advising people to put in compact spaces because they 
don't think it works anymore. It's the variation of 
cars, all the cars are actually coming much closer 
together in size verses having very small cars and very 
large cars. So based on that, this plan meets the 
guidelines of the larger tenants, who basically drive 
the industry and also --
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MR. ALBERT: Especially with the supermarkets. 

MR. HUDSON: Right, because you're in* and out and they 
also have carts and they have people banging things 
around. So every supermarket which I do work for, 
which is probably about three or four and they control 
most of the northeast, they have this size in their 
standard specifications to use 9 x XQ with a 24 foot 
width. 

MR. BABCOCK: Jim, just, I don't know whether you're 
clear on this because I wasn't at the beginning, 
they're asking for 226 spaces on top of the variance 
they received of 213. 

MR. NUGENT: Right. 

MR. BABCOCK: So it's a total of 439 spaces. 

MR. TORLEY: Mr. Chairman, would it be your preference 
to do this by incremental variances or start at ground 
zero and grant full variances if appropriate for the 
entire site rather than the incremental over the 
previous granted variances? 

MR. NUGENT: Well, I think we're going to have to do it 
in steps. Not necessarily in steps but at least two. 

MR. TORLEY: No, my point is right now they have the 
existing variance for the number of parking spaces and 
existing variance for height, and that's caused our 
discussion on whether the tower fits under it. Is it 
your preference to proceed based on their previously 
granted variances or I know sometimes in the past. Okay 
look, for simplification purposes we're going to ignore 
and grant variances basically on ground zero. 

MR. KRIEGER: In other words, for the number of parking 
spaces 236 or 439. 

MR. TORLEY: Yeah. 

MR. NUGENT: Or building height or not building height. 

MR. TORLEY: To me it makes everything in the future 
more simplified saying that this site get in X 
variances, not one plus two plus three and on. 
MR. NUGENT: Well, they already got the variances. 

MR. KRIEGER: I don't know how you could deny it, but 
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let's ask the applicant. For argument sake this is 
merely for' discussion purposes, if the applicant didn't 
receive the 226 variance, could the applicant still go 
ahead if they had the 213 in their pocket without the 
226 or would that kill the project? 

MR. SWEENEY: It's tight. It gets really tight. 

MR. KRIEGER: So what I'm getting at is, if the 226, 
and's I should say that's a good point, I should think 
that the applicant input here would be important, if 
the 226 is a, in essence, a make or break, then it 
really wouldn't matter to the applicant whether it was 
226 or 439 because you'd have to have them all or 
forget it. If it matters, then I think it's a 
question that has to be looked at by the zoning board 
as to how to treat Member Torley's question. 

MR. HUDSON: To answer your question, it matters quite 
a bit. The reason it matters quite a bit is because 
what drives those higher numbers are the larger tenants 
and if you miss one of the larger tenants, you miss a 
big chunk. And if you miss a big chunk, then there's 
no smaller tenants that, it's kind of like a domino 
effect -

MR. TORLEY: The reason I bring it up is specifically 
for simplification purposes for the next time this 
comes through. You know, a board maybe sitting 15 or 
20 years in the future, it's a lot cleaner to say, 
okay, this site was given this variance for this 
structure. 

MR. SWEENEY: I don't have any approach to that 
problem. I really have sympathy for clarifying your 
situation or anybody's down the road. I just point out 
the 213 variance that exists now travels no matter 
what. 

MR. TORLEY: It certainly is a factual matter that's 
important. 

MR. SWEENEY: Yeah. 

MR. TORLEY: I fully agree with you. I'm just saying 
for purposes of simplification and future clarity 
whether we want to, and I'll ask the chairman. 

MR. NUGENT: I think they already have the 213, they 
keep it and they just go on with the new one. 
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MR. REIS: I tend to agree with that. Off the record. 

(Whereupon/ an off-the-record discussion was held.) 

MR. HUDSON: The last thing, and I'm not sure if this 
is a variance, I don't know if any of you have driven 
back here, I don't know if anybody has a reason to, 
this retaining wall is almost nonexistent and it's a 
mess. When we did this design, instead of bowing out 
this portion, we straightened everything out. And one 
of the things that we proposed was to come back in an 
rebuild this retaining wall for its length. Now, the 
majority of it is grandfathered in I would assume since 
everybody is using that term, but what worries me a 
little bit is this wall can get up to 10, 11 feet in 
some cases. I think there is a requirement that if a 
wall is over five feet, it may have to be --

MR. SWEENEY: Considered a structure? 

MR. HUDSON: Yeah, an accessory building and an 
accessory building has to be 10 feet off the property 
line. So that was my other. 

MR. SWEENEY: Well, let's add that one in too. 

MR. TORLEY: Same money. 

MR. HUDSON: Okay. 

MR. KRIEGER: To answer your question about the '59 
Cadillac, anybody who is lucky enough to own a '59 
Cadillac will undoubtedly take two spaces no matter 
what size you make the parking spaces. 

MR. HUDSON: And then the pile-on sign. 

MR. SWEENEY: Have we got enough knowledge to design 
it? 

MR. HUDSON: Well it's not so much the design, it's the 
allowance of them. 

MR. SWEENEY: Okay. 

MR. HUDSON: I think the design and the size of them 
comes under the planning board, as long as you meet 
whatever those are. Right now I think we're asking for 
one additional sign which we would need a variance for. 
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MR. TORLEY: You might want to check on that because 
their signed areas requirements are rather stringent. 

MR. KRIEGER: The reason why they asked about the 
design was, again as a factual consideration the way 
that signage is figured by the building department for 
the purpose of determining of whether it's allowed or 
not allowed is one thing. 

MR. HUDSON: Mm-hmm. 

MR. KRIEGER: If it's not allowed and an application is 
made to the zoning board of appeals, they're going to 
want to know not only what the legal calculation is, 
but what in fact they're looking at. To give you an 
example, a sign may contain a great deal, in it's 
design a great deal of open space which isn't 
accommodated, allowed for in the ordinance but which as 
a matter of fact, may weigh heavily in the thinking of 
the members as to whether or not a variance ought to be 
made for that sign. 

MR. HUDSON: Well, do we have enough data as what the 
sign actual exists as? 

MS. WILDRICK: The pile-on? 

MR. HUDSON: Yeah. 

MS. WILDRICK; I think it's 300 square feet. 

MR. SWEENEY: Yeah, I think it is. 

MR. HUDSON: But how that 300 feet is measured? 

MR. TORLEY: Aren't they allowed if the signs are more 
than 300 feet apart, they can have two? 

MR. BABCOCK: I'm not sure of that. 

MR. HUDSON: There is some provision to allow two. 

MR. NUGENT: Isn't it 250 feet? 

MR. BABCOCK: Yeah. 

MR. HUDSON: Right. And we're asking for a third which 
there is no provision for. So I think one we're 
allowed by code, two needs planning board approval 
based on distance or whatever, and the third requires a 
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variance.. So as far as numbers, we'd be asking for a 
variance'for one additional pile-on sign. 

MR. ALBERT: And basically it's one per each road. One 
on Old Forge Hill, one on --

MR. TORLEY: We're trying to streamline the process 
here because this takes time to go through the cycle 
and^ we want to make sure you're not held up by having 
to do it two or three times. 

MR. HUDSON: Okay. 

MR. NUGENT: Before you come back for your public 
hearing, this needs to be filled out with numbers. 

MR. HUDSON: Okay. 

MR. SWEENEY: Yup. 

MR. NUGENT: So you understand it. So we all 
understand it. 

MR. SWEENEY: When will we be back for public hearing? 

MR. NUGENT: That's up to you. 

MR. TORLEY: Mr. Chairman, are you ready for a motion? 

MR. NUGENT: Yes, I am. 

MR. TORLEY: Mr. Chairman, I move that we grant the 
Bila Family Partnership a public hearing of their 
requested variances. I won't specify other than 
plural. 

MR. REIS: 

ROLL CALL 

MS. OWEN 
MR. REIS 
MR. TORLEY 
MR. NUGENT 

Second. 

AYE 
AYE 
AYE 
AYE 

MR. SWEENEY: The date will be driven by our 
application? 

MR. NUGENT: That's right. 
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MR. KRIEGER: Yes, and when the publication is 
-complete. 

MR. NUGENT: You have your paperwork here. And that's 
filled out and brought back. We only have one meeting 
in August. 

MR. HUDSON: When is that? 

MS. BARNHART: The second Monday, the 10th. 

MR. KRIEGER: I assume Mr. Sweeney you're not going to 
need my digest of the applicable law in seeking 
variances. I would wager a guess that you probably 
also have at your office a copy of 267 of the Town Law 

MR. SWEENEY: I do. 

MR. HUDSON: Thank you very much. 
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PARKING 
GEOMETRICS 
Jean M. Keneipp and WiU Van Dyke 

The size of the average car driven 
by Americans has shnmk dra­
matically since the early 1970s. 
Between 1973 and 1978, small-
car sales only accounted for 14 
to 25 percent of vehicles sold. 
Beginning in 1980, the percent­
age of small-car sales increased 
to almost 50 percent of the total. 
And between 1983 and 1990, 
small-car sales accounted for an 
average of 52 percent of annual sales in 
the United States. 

Ibis downsizing of the auto fleet was pre-
dpitated by the oil embaigo of 1973 and the 
subsequent federal legislation mandating 
increasing fiid effidency for new vehides. 
Some of the gain in fud effidency has been 
achieved by reducing the size and wdght 
of vehides sold. As oldei; larger vehides 
are scrapped and removed from the fleet, 
and as the nvraiber of smaller newer vehi­
des increases, the avezage size of vehides 
on the road decreases. 

These changes have had a 
profound impact on parking 
dimensions. In the past, lull-size 
parking stalls in some locations 
were 9 to 10 feet wide and 18 
to 20 feet long. With smaller 
automobiles, an average width 
of 8.5 feet and a length of 16 
to 17 feet is more appropriate 
for general use; with even smaller 
dimensions acceptable in 

some circumstances. 
The purpose of this chapter is to ad­

dress the questions and issues surround­
ing the geometric design of parking spaces 
for smaller cars. Constructing new park­
ing lots or garages with tighter dimen­
sions can reduce the overall construction 
cost and the land area required for park­
ing. Existing parking ^cilities can also 
be altered; the restriping of garages and 
lots to accommodate smaller cars pre­
sents a low-cost alternative to adding 
parking capadty. 
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11-1 Faking Module 

i r 
-•M-

24* 18* 
N< N 

I 

11 

10 

9 

o 
• 8 9* 

60* 

Source: Baiton-Asdunan Associates^ Inc 

The capacity incxease that can be achieved through 
the application of smaller standards to new construe* 
tion, or through the restdping and changing of geooiet-

lics in an existing parking facility, usually ranges be­
tween 5 and 10 percent The exact gain will depend 
on the original geometries, the intended use of the 
iadlity (whether for long-term employee parking or 
shoit-term parking), and the mix of vdiides using 
the&dlity. 

Size Definitioiis 

What is a small car or a large car? bi a discusskm of the 
continued trend toward smaller cars, many terms are 
used without being precisely defined or understood: 
large;" 'medium,' 'small,' 'fiill-^zc,' 'standanl-siz^' 
'compact,' 'subcompact,' and so forth. The dassilica< 
tion of automobile sizes can be made either on the basis 
of the inertial weight of the vehide or on the basis of 
the area it occupies. For parking facility design, the 
latter classification is more useful With this system, the 
length and width of the vehicle; measured in meters, 
are multiplied to give the area covered by the vehicle 
in square meters The convention is to drop the decimal 
parts of the measurement and use only the integer for 
the classification. FOr example a Ford Escort covers an 
area of 5.7 square meters. It would be considered a 
Class 5 vehicle. By comparison, a 1990 Lincoln Town 

11-2 Annual Small-Car Sales in the United States, 1970-1990 
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Source: Automotive News: AtaHeet Data Book, issues 1970-1990. 
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Car covets a total area of 11.08 square metexs and 
would be considered a Class 11 vehicle. 

The cars in use today generally &11 imo the range 
of Class 5 through Class 12 (no models in Class 12 or 
larger have been built since 1981). The following list, 
gives examples of the 1990 model caxs in eadidass size: 
Class 5 FordFestiva 
Class 6 Geo Metro 
Class 7 Plymouth Horizon. Dodge Colt, FOid 

Mustang, Pontiac Grand Am 
Class 8 Buick Century, Chevrolet Celebrity, Fbrd 

Thunderbird 
Class 9 Biiick R e ^ , Oldsmobile Cudass 
Class 10 Chevrolet Caprice, Cadillac Brougham 
Class 11 Lincoln Town Cai; Ford Grand Marquis 

Classes 5 through 7 are considered small cars; 
Classes 8 and above; laige cars. Figure 11-1 shows how 
vehicles ranging from Oass 5 through Class 11 fit into 
a typical full-size parking module of 60 feet with stalls 
that are 9 feet wide Oeaily, a module of this size is 
overdesigned for vehicles of Class 8 or smaOec 

Vehicle Size Changes 
The percentage of small cars sold (area less than 8 
square meters) increased diamaticaOy in 1979 and 1980 
and has since stabilized at about 52 percent of the 
vehides sold each year Hguxe 11-2 graphically shows 
this change. As the automobile fleet ages, more of the 
older large vehides will be retired, further reducing 
the overall fleet dimensions. 

It should be noted that the ratio of small cars to 
large cars will vary by region. On the East or West 
Coasts, with a higher percentage of small cars, the 
ratio will be higher It will also usually be higher on 
college and university campuses and at many hospi­
tals :and medical centers. In smaller dties and towns; 
the percentage of large cars is likdy to be higher due 
to a higher percentage of older domestic cars in the 
fleet, as well as to the tendency to use full-size 
pickup trucks. 

Changes in Parking Dimensions 
A parldng module consists of two rows of parking, 
one on each side of an access or driving aisle. The 
stall width sdected depends on the ̂ pe of use or turn­
over that win prevail at a parking lot or garage. The 
typical bay width for 90-degree parking used to be 
60 to 62 feet, using a stall vridth of 9 feet Many zon­
ing codes incorporated this module or an even larger 
module, with a Stan size of 10 feet by 20 feet As the 
average car size has decreased, there have been sig-

11-3 Recommended Afinimnm Stall and 
Modnle I^mensions for Paiking Facility Design 

Minimum Stall Wlddi 
type of User 

All-Day Fazker (employee; 
resident, etc) 

Visitor (hospital, CBD) 
fflgjb-IUmover Fnicer 

(topping, bank, etc) 

Aiij^e 

45* 
50* 
55* 
60' 
65-
JOT 
75* 
90* 

Small Car 

r-8' 

g'-O' 

Large Car 

8'-2' 
8'-6' 

S'-IO* 

WalMo-Wall Module Dimension 
Small Car 

42'-0" 
43'-6' 
45'-0-
Ae'-C 
AT-Or 
48'-cr 
49'-0' 
5l'-0' 

LaigeCar 

49'-<r 
sv-or 
53'-0' 
55'-0-
56'-6" 
58'-0" 
S9'-6' 
62'-0" 

Ad|iistro«3its to Modules: 
1. Ifa cuiî wiieelstop; wan, or other vehide restraint is 

(daced at erery psddng staO. the modules above can be 
reduced by 1 foot 

2. For each 1 Inch of additional staU iwidth, the module 
may be reduced 3 Inches to maintain the same level 
of comfort. 

Source: Parking Consultants Council, National Parking Asso­
ciation, Recommended CuuteHfies/or Parldng GoimeMa 
(Washington, aC: NPA, 1989). 

nificant opportunities to decrease the dimensions of 
the paridng module 

There is a definite relationship between the allow­
able vridth of a parking stall and the width of the aisle 
that serves tiie space. As the aide width increases; the 
stall width can be made smaller and stiQ provide ample 
room for the driver to enter the space. The stall width 
is usually based on the dooropemng deazanc^ whkii 
in turn is based on the turnover or type of paddng. 
Spaces with high turnover rates; sudi as amvenience 
stores or retail centers; require more door clearance 
than lowtumover situatioiis; sudi as long-term em^ 
ployee parking. Door-openxng standards diotild range 
from 20 iixiies for small cars in lowtutnover situations 
to 28 indies for large cars in hi^b-tumover s^lica-
tions. When combined with a d^gn vehide wkhh of 
5 feet 8 indies for small cars and 6 feet 6 inches for 
large cars, these dimmsimis result in the minimtmi 
range of Stan and module widths tiiat is shown in 
Hgure 11-3. 
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Parkiiig Design standards 

Figure I M shows xecoiximended parking design stand-
aids for large and small cats. This exhibit has been 
adapted bom the National Ruking Association's 1989 
Recommended Guiddines for Peeking GeomeMa, but 

it generally agrees wiA the dimensions established 
by the Institute of Ikanspoitation Engineexs in its 1990 
guidelines* The piimaiy diflferences are that the ITE 

1. See References 4 and 2, respectively, at the end of this 

11-4 l ^ c a l Parldiig Dimensions 

Small Cars 

Angle 

45-
SO-
55* 
60* 
65* 
70* 
75* 
90* 

Large Cars 

Angle 

45* 
BO­
SS' 
60-
65-
70* 
75-
90-

Interlock 
Reduction 

I 

2'-0-
r-icr 
l'-8-
V-5' 
r-2-
I'-O-
0'-9-
c-o-

biteiiock 
Reduction 

1 

2'-4-
2'-I-
r-i(r 
r-8-
l'-4-
I'-r 
c-io-
(y-O-

Ovexhang 
0 

I'-5-
r-«-
!'-«-
l'-9" 
I'-IC 

r-ir 
V'lV 
Z'-Cr 

Overhang 
0 

2'-r 
2'-4-
2'-5" 
2--7-
2'-9" 
2--icr 
2'.n-
3'-0-

Vehide 
nrajectkm 

VP 

15'-3" 
15'-9-
16'-r 
16'-4-
le'-S' 
16'-7" 
16'-^" 
15''6-

Vehicle 
Projection 

VP 

Iff-O-
iff-r 
19--2-
19'-6" 
iy-9" 
19'-I0-
19'-9-
18--8' 

Aisle 
Width 

AW 

ir-6-
12'-0-
12'-I0-
13'-4-
14't0-
14'-10-
16'-0-
20'-0-

Aisle 
Width 

AW 

13'-0-
13*-8-
K-S-
l6'-0-
ir-cr 
18'-4-
20-^r 
24'-8-

Wi 

26'-9-
2r -9 ' 
28 ' - i r 
29'-8-
30'-d-
3r-5* 

. 32'-6" 
35*-6' 

Wi 

3i'-<r 
32'-4-

",;0'-io-
3y-6' 
36'-9-
38'-2-
39'-9-
43'-4-

Wa 

42'-0-
43-6-
45'-0-
46'-0-
47V0-
AS'-Cr 
49'-(r 
51'-0-

W j 

49--0-
51'-0-
53'-0-
55--0-
56'-6-

sr-c 
sr-e' 
er-O' 

Module Widths 
W j 

40'-0-
41'-8-
43'-4-
44'-7: 
45M0-
4r-o-
48'-3-
sr-o-

Module Wklths 
w. 

46'-8" 
4 8 ' - i r 
5r-2-
53'-4-
55'.-2-
56'-11-
58'-8-
62'-0' 

W4 

38'-0-
39'-! C 
AV'Sr 
43'-2-
44'-8-
46'-0-
4r-6" 
5l'-0r 

W4 

44M-
46*-icr 
49'-4-
5r-8-
53'-10-
SS'-IO-
57*-10-
6r-o-

Ws 

39'-2' 
Aor-e' 
41'-8* 
4r-6' 
43'-4-
4A--2' 
45'-2-
4r-2' 

w$ 
44'-10-
46'-4" 
48*-2" 
49--10-
sr-o-
52'-4-
S3'-8-
56'-0-

0 Parking angle 
W| Parking module width (wall to wall), single-loaded aisle 
W2 Parking module width (wall to wall), douUe-loaded aisle 
W3 Parking nxxiule width (wall to interlock), double-loaded aisle 
W4 Parking module width (interlock to iiueriock), double-loaded aide 
Ws Parking module width (curb to curb), double-loaded aisle 
AW Aisle width 
WP Stall width parallel to aisle 
VP Ptojeaed vehide length, measured perpendicular to aisle 
SL Stan length 
Sw Stall width 
0 Overhang deaiance 
i Interiock reductimi 

Sopna Ruking Consultants Gnmdl, National Parking Association. Recommended CmideHnaSfr Purkmg Ceometria 
(Washington, D.C: NPA, 1989). 
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fvalHo-wadI inbdtile Is 1 foot smaller for the 90- and 
45HiegicM stalls for lat^ ca^ 
moduki dioienstoi^ m identkaL 

lb pdcticditjr. the Vefaides using a pazldng fecdtty 
wiUbeamixoflargeandsniallcaiSLThelazge-car • 
places vvifl be too genoXKis for the smaO c i ^ 
smaB-car ̂ laoe dfase^kxns will be inadequate to ac­
commodate the larger cars. A m m icsalistic a{>pR>ach 
mrould be to design the fociiit7 with a single compos-
ite or average dimension that vvfll adequately accom­
modate the eaqpected vehide mix. *One-size-fits-all' is 
an approach pcefeiTed l ^ some designees for this rea­
son. That is; an aveiage size is sdeaed for the particu­
lar use and vdilde mix. The extent to vrhidi this ap­
proach can be used will depend on local ordinances.^ 

Designated Small-Car Spaces 

Often, a zoning ordinance will allow the designation 
of a paxidng area for small cars that is separated from 
the laige-car area, in this situation, small cars can fit 
into the laige-car spaces; but laige cars cannot easily 
fit into the small-car spac^L One-size-fits-all designs 
are easier to execute for several reasons: 1) most ddv-
eis do not know the siae of their vehide or whether it 
is a latge or smafl cai; 2) most dcivecs take the fist avail­
able spact regardless of size; and 3) laige cai$ pariced 
in sniall<ar spaces oeate probtems by enaoad^ng on 
adjacent spaces and possibly on the adjoining aisles. 

The use of spaces designated for small-car use is 
recommended in parking structures in the odd loca­
tions where a foil-sized space cannot fit and the alter- • 
native would be to eliminate a parking space. The Use 
of an area designated for small-car use can also be ef­
fective in controlled situations; such as a paridng hdi-
ity used by a single empfoyer or a coOege or univeisity 

2. A moce detailed explanation of this method is presented 
in reference 3. 

campusL hi tl»e case of a university, because there isa 
control mechaidsm (issuance of parking permits), ve-
hides mjQT be assigned to q>«dfic kxaitions by size. 

Stmuoaaiy 

The size Wtlu aivexage an: d f i m in the 
has been dramatically reduced since the early 1P70S 
becnise of an iocpase in the mmber of small cars sokL 
Total small-car sales now accoum for more than half 
the cats sold. Ihe reductkn in vehkie dimenskins has 
also reduced the size requirements of the average park­
ing space. Instead of a pufcirig s t ^ being 9 feet wklc; 
it can be as naoDw as 8 feet wkie for very fowiumover 
situatkjos; a stall wklth of 8 ieet 6 indies is sati$£K3tocy 
for most higheftumovcr aqjpiicitioosL Further reduc-
tfons in Stan width can be achieved in situations in 
whidi most of the vehkdes usirig the fidlity are small 
cars. In any case; more efiBdent, cost-effective parking 
facilities can be designed by carefolly considering the 
type of patnm or use and the acnial mix of vdiides 
expected to paric 

Refcfmoes 
1. WIeant, Robert, and Herbert Levinson. Afhbtn^ 

Wesqx>it, Conru £no Fbundatfon, 1990. 
2. InslKute of Ikan^xmatlon Engineers. 'A Sum­

mary Report: Guidebnes for irking Eadlity Location 
and Des%n.'J&wmtf/(Apfil 1990). 

3. Airking Consultants Onrndl, National Parking 
Association. Ptukm^Space Standofds Report Wash-
ingum, a C : NPA, 1985. 

4. Î trking Qmsultants Coundl, National Parking 
Association. Recommended Guiddinesfor Parking 
Geometries, Washington, D.C: NPA, 19S9. 

5. Smith, Mazyl'Parldng Standards.'Arrjbm^ 24 
(JulyrAugust 1985): 55-60. 

6,Yfedat,JUibctL The b^bience of Smaller Can 
onPaHdngGeometty. Westpott, Conn.: Eno FOtmda-
tfon,1984. 
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May 5,1998 

Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Avenue 

New Windsor, New Y<wk 12553 
Telephone: (914) 563-4631 

Fax:(914)563-4693 

Assessors Office 

/3<r 

Ms. MaiyEUen Ballantyne 
Langan Engineering & Environmental Services, Inc. 
River Drive Center 1 
EhnwoodPark,NJ 07407-1338 

Re: 65-2-12, 35,36,37,38, 39,40 

Dear Ms. Ballantyne: 

According to our records, the attached list of property owners are within the agricultural district 
which is within five hundred (500) feet of the above referenced property. 

The charge for this service is $153.00, minus your deposit of $25.00. 

Please remit the balance of $128.00 to the Town Cleik*s office. 

Sincerely, 

^.Cw^0 
LesUe Cook 
Sole Assessor 

/cad 
Attachments 

i^ isr 



Consolidated Rail Corp. 
6 Penn Center Plaza 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

Madison, Samuel & Audrey, Kass, 
Frederick J. & 
367 Windsor Highway 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Kroposki, Amelia, Walter Kroposki 
Living Trus & 
Quaker Hill rd., Box 731 
Monroe, NY 10950 

Blix Corporation 
PO Box 1002 
Highland Mills, NY 10930 

Rosenbaum Industries, Inc., 
PO Box 428 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Daidone, Charles T. & Rose M. 
250-260 Temple Hill Road 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Norstar Bank of Upstate NY 
Facilities Management 
PO Box 911 
Newburgh,NY 12550 

Mans Brothers Realty, Inc. 
PO Box 247 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Shedden, Joan A. 
Box 608A 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Mellick, Gregory, Aquino, John J & 
9 Hawthorne PI., Apt. 2N 
Boston, MA 02114 

The Vails Gate Fire Company 
PO Box 101 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Sorbello, Bouyea, King 
c/o Robert K, Bouyea 
505 North Riverside Rd. 
Highland, NY 12528 

Longo's Service Station Inc. 
362 Windsor Hwy. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Stockdale, Arthur D. & JuUe 
35 Kriste Lane 
Jericho, VT 05465 

Consolidated Rail Corp. 
Property Tax Dept. 
PO Box 8499 
Philadelphia, PA 19101 

Rashbaum, Gilbert 
6075 Pelican Bay Blvd. 
Naples, FL 33963 

Gualtieri, Clarence & Lorrame 
PO Box 157 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Mayer, Godsi, Kodsi, Moshe & 
PO Box 575 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Yankulis, John, Strober, Eric D. & 
c/o Temple Hill Property 
550 Hamilton Ave 
Brooklyn, NY 11232 

Orange County I.D.A. 
c/o Strober King Bldg. Supply 
PO Box 726 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Sy Realty Corp. 
550 Hamilton Ave. 
Brooklyn, NY 11232 

Manning, Thomas & Kathleen I. 
2 Creek Run Rd. 
Newburgh,NY 12550 

Inaganti, Mani M. 
PO Box 787 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

DeCouto, Terry C. & Lorraine 
63 Old Temple Hill Rd. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Sheafe, Wayland H. & Joy C. 
1661 Little Britain Rd 
RockTavem,NY 12575 

Tomatore, Antonio & Gemma 
82 Continental Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Nichols, Walter L. & Louella 
PO Box 465 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Taravella, Frances T. 
152 Temple Hill Rd. 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Andrews, Eugene L. & Ruth 
POBox292 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

DeDominicis, Antonio & Giencinta 
PO Box 327 
Cornwall, NY 12518 



Robert P. Babcock Liv. Tr. 
324 Station Rd. 
Rock Tavern, NY 12575 

Kelly, Katherine 
Box 38 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Albany Savings Bank 
94 Broadway 
Newburgh,NY 12550 

R & S Foods Inc. 
249 North Craig St. 
Pittsburgh, PA 15213 

NYS Dept. Of Transportation 
Office of the State Comptroller 
A.E. Smith Office Bldg. 
Albany, NY 12236 

Grana, John 
PO Box 317 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Primavera Properties Inc. 
PO Box 177 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

MCB Partnership 
208 Meadow Ave. 
Scranton,PA 18505 

FFCA Acquisition Corp. 
17207 North Perimeter Dr. 
Scottsdale, AZ 85255 

TGS Associates Inc. 
15 East Market St. 
Red Hook, NY 12571 

Maisonet Rosado, Luis & Jeanine 
409 Old Forge Hill Rd. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Martini, Paul M. & Irma A. 
407 Old Forge Hill Rd. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Selby, Edmond M. 
405 Old Forge Hill Rd. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Estremera, Rose 
21 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Warshaw, Sonnie & Diane 
23 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Perry, Ronald & Marie A. 
25 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Levy, Barbara 
27 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Ziegler, Annette 
29 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Boirero, David 
31 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Warshaw, Steven & Ronni 
33 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Skopin, Raymond P. & Grace E. 
35 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
NewWmdsor,NY 12553 

Schmidt, Vincent J. & Gertrude E. 
37 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Zelkind, Frederick S. & Thelma 
39 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Coyle, Stephen P. & Annelie 
41 Vails Gate Hgts, Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Baker, Meredith Elaine 
43 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Shapiro, Martin & Frances 
45 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Hunger, Leonard & Lucy 
47 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Navedo, Juvencio 
49 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Robinson, Frank 
51 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Pacione, Carmine J. 
393 Old Foige Hill Rd 
New Windsor, NY 12553 



Barrett, John A. & Doris M. 
55 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Asmann, Linda 
57 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Scheiner, Sally 
c/o Scheiner Trustee 
14488 Via Royale 
Delray Beach, FL 33446 

Isaacs, Christopher A. & 
Sandra Jackson 
61 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Herring, David & Edith 
63 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Martini, Peter & Lucy 
PC Box 331 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Highland Operating LTD 
PO Box 479 
Washingtonville, NY 10992 

Reed, Barbara 
76 Guernsey Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Castro, Christine & 
Steve C. Christian 
71 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

KilcuUen, James 
73 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Petrolese, Salvatore & Concetta 
75 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
NewWmdsor,NY 12553 

Luongo, Carmine A. & Norma 
77 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Zemeri, Alberto P. & Mary A. 
79 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Gojka, Josika & 
Adrian Bita 
125 Lakeside Rd. 
Newburgh,NY 12550 

Thomas, Lewis & 
Claudia Rudin 
PO Box 4253 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Mitchell, Glen & Regina 
POBoxl6 
Comwall,NY 12518 

Reilly, Eugene H. & Dorothy M. 
87 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Garcon, Lionel & 
Marie C. Charles Garcon 
89 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Anderson, Ingrid 
91 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Mariette, Ahx M. & Adel 
93 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Banks, Earnest & Ruth 
95 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Reilly, John T. & Marina A. 
97 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Feinberg, Joel & Talietha 
PO Box 951 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Morange, William A. & Diana A. 
101 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

tJhereci, Joseph J. & Doreen V. 
103 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Kayes, Vincent L. & Jeanne M. 
105 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Gojka, Josika 
45 Fairview Ave. 
NewYoricNY 10040 

Town of New Windsor 
555 Union Ave. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Parisi, Dominick S. & Lucille 
53 Higjiview Ave. 
Newbuigh,NY 12550 

Christianson, Alton D. & ThCTesa 
397 Old Forge Hill Rd. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 



Ware, Jerline & Zelda 
401 Forge ffiURd. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Pacione, Carmine J. 
393 Old Forge ffiURd. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Mihalco, Emil Jr. & 
BemiceSapiel 
387 Old Forge mil Rd. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Windsor Properties 
c/o Peck & Heller, Mortgage Acct. 
2301 Lincoln Bldg., 60 E 42nd St. 
NewYoik,NY 10165 

Wolff, Edwin J. Jr. & Lorayne 
80 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Klein, Robert & Harriet 
82 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Kercado, Hector & Carol 
84 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Maresca, John R. 
86 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Nottingham, Mary L. 
PO Box 501 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

Bak Man, Kim 
90 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Dolan, Bernard & Beatrice 
92 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Diaz, Nuncio A. & Mirian 
96 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Velez, Jose M. Sr. & Iris 
100 Vails Gate Hgts.Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Obey, Paulette & Mirta 
102 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Hughes, John J. & Fay E. 
104 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Ortiz, Juan Jr. 
106 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
NewWmdsor,NY 12553 

Romano, John Jr. 
108 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Naqsolitano, Thomas & Billie Mae 
110 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Saunders, Leon E. & 
Ann L. Bamett 
114 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Martinez, Carlos G. & Juha N. 
116 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Mazureck, Robert A. & Linda R. 
118 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Knight, Jeffiey P. & 
Veronica Barley 
120 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Mahoney, John F. & Luz M. 
122 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

McGarry, William & Lynne 
124 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Higgenbotham, Eddie J. & 
Kimberly 
126 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Sorrentino, Robert 
5 Milrose Lane 
Chestnut Ridge, NY 10952 

Lamb, Edward M. & Anne P. 
130 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Lagese, Barbara 
21 Sunrise Ct 
Middletown,NY 10940 

Owens, William F. & Virginia 
136 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Casey, James L. & Shirley K. 
138 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 



Benedetto, Leonard E. 
140 Vails Gate Hgts. Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Gracey, Adeline P. 
11809OakwoodDr. 
Woodbridge,VA 22192 

Kopman, Robot L. 
345 Butternut Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Storey, Richard F. & Diane M. 
5 Mark St. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Coh^ Richard M. & 
Jeryl A. Dorsey 
62 Continental Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Crook, Richard J. & Jeannie M. 
64 Continental Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Rohan, John F. & Mary V. 
66 Continaital Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Christian, Edward L. & Linda 
68 Continaital Dr. 
New Windsor, NY 12553 

Tower Management Financing 
Partnership LP 
680 Kinderkamack Rd. 
River Edge, NJ 07661 

STP/JMK Properties, Inc. 
298 Forge Hill Rd. 
NewWmdsor,NY 12553 

Andriuolo, Carmine 
363 Windsor Hwy. 
NewWmdsor,NY 12553 

County of Orange 
255-275 Main St. 
Goshen, NY 10924 

Vitolo, Vittorio & Lucy 
5 Vista View Terrace 
Middletown,NY 10940 

Cicchetti, Edward O. 
8 Baltsas Rd. 
Newburgh,NY 12550 

Vitolo, Reziero 
137 Mill St. 
Wallkill,NY 12589 

Bank Of New York 
Property Management 
48 Wall St.-24th Floor 
New York, NY 10286 

Betrix, David B. & Elizabeth A. 
PO Box 465 
Vails Gate, NY 12584 

356 Windsor Highway Assoc. LLC 
2 Hearthstone Way 
New Windsor, NY 12553 



PUBLIC NOTICE OF HEARING 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

Please Take Notice that the zoning Board of Appeals of the TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR New 

York will hold a Public Hearing pursuant to Section 48-34A of the Zoning Local Law on the 

following Proposition: 

Appeal No. 98-28 

Request of The BILA Family Partnership for multiple VARIANCES of the Zoning Local Law to 

permit the reconstruction and rehabilitation of the Big V Shopping Center on Rt. 32 at Vails Gate in 

such a manner as to allow 1245, 9' x 18' parking stalls which is less than the number and size now 

required; a building height of 30' which is in excess of that now allowed; a retaining wall to be 

constructed along a rear lot line in an otherwise required rear yard, 15 truck loading berths which 

is less than that now required, one additional pylon sign to be placed on the site, the relocation of an 

existing pylon sign, directional ground signs and building facade sings exceeding the minimum 

requirements all bdng a VARIANCE from Sections 48-9 (Table of Use/Bulk Regulations); 48-16A 

(2); 48-14(l)b and 48-18(h) of said Zoning Local Law for property situated as follows: bounded by 

NYS Rl. 32 and Old Foige Hill Road on the east and Old Temple Hill Road on the west, known and 

designated as tax map Section 65 Blk 2 Lots 12, 35,36, and 37. 

SAID HEARING will take place on the / 4 ^ ^ y of >2W>kjnb^a^ ^ ^ ^ at the New Windsor 

Town Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York beginning at 7:30 o'clock PM 

^ k m < u > ^4uii<^Jd^ 
Chairman 

!Sl/i m V t ( u k A.'^O^rvlwl , ^Cu , 



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS : TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 
COUNTY OF ORANGE : STATE OF NEW YORK 

^ X 

In the Matter of the Application for Variance of 

( Annlici 
#?*r-Ar. 

Applicant 

AFFIDAVIT OF 
SERVICE BY 
MAIL 

STATE OF NEW YORK) 
)SS.: 

COUNTY OF ORANGE) 

PATRICIA A. BARNHART, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

That I am not a party to the action, am over 18 years of age and reside at 7 Franklin 
Avenue, Windsor, N. Y. 12553. 

That on GoUf • ̂ SiO f̂ tS ,̂ I compared the /S? addressed envelopes containing 
the Public Hearing Notice pertinent to this case with the certified list provided by the 
Assessor regarding the above application for a variance and I find that the addresses are 
identical to the list received. I then mailed the envelopes in a U.S. Depository within the 
Town of New Windsor. 

Sworn to before me this 
5 i l day ofCiu^uJi . I W . 

Notary Public ^ 

DEBORAH GREEN 
Notary Public, State of New York 

Qualified in Orange County 
#4984066 jpjQQ 

Commission Expires July 15, H ^ M 

Patricia A. Bamhart 



PUBUC NOTICE OF HEARING 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR 

Please Take Notice that the zoning Board of Appeals of the TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR New 

York will hold a Public Hearing pursuant to Section 48-34A of the Zoning Local Law on the 

following Proposition: 

Appeal No. 98-28 

Request of The BILA Family Partnership for multiple VARIANCES of the 2^ning Local Law to 

permit the reconstmcdon and rehabilitation of the Big V Shopping Center on Rt. 32 at Vails Gate in 

such a manner as to allow 1245, 9' x 18' parking stalls which is less than the number and size now 

required; a building height of 30' which is in excess of that now allowed; a retaining wall to be 

constructed along a rear lot line in an otherwise required rear yard, 15 truck loading berths which 

is less than that now required, one additional pylon sign to be placed on the site, the relocation of an 

existing pylon sign, directional ground signs and building facade sings exceeding the minimum 

requirements all being a VARIANCE from Sections 48-9 (Table of Use/Bulk Regulations); 48-16A 

(2); 48-14(l)b and 48-18(h) of said Zoning Local Law for property situated as follows: bounded by 

NYS Rt. 32 and Old Forge Hill Road on the east and Old Temple Hill Road on the west known and 

designated as tax map Section 65 Blk 2 Lots 12, 35,36, and 37. 

SAID HEARING will take place on the I^Pdsiy of >S^?kjnbu2^ 1^98 at the New Windsor 

Town Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York beginning at 7:30 o'clock PM 

'Nkm^is 4̂luj<2Ĵ i~ 

Chairman 
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^ SERVICE CORRIDOR 
''^ANK 

BURNER KING 

TOTAL\ROPOSED 

TOTAL EXISTING 

AREA 

7 v 

3l,fl45 

5,203 

2,420 

3,267 

4,840 

5,520 

LOOO 

2,234 

1,650 

3,000 

14,961 

10,125 

6.075 

6,075 

2,250 

3,089 

2,000 

3,000 

4,000 

1,500 

1,500 

2,044 

720 

720 
10,742 
10,030 

84.761 
70,590 

1,247 

3,691 
3,470 

70NE C <DESION SHOPPING) TABLE OF USE/BULK REGULATIONS 
A 

llSFS 
PfRMITTtn 
BY R I O H T 

e 

U<5F<1 BY 
5;PFC t AL 

^PERMIT 

C 

MINIMUM 
LOT AREA 

csn 

0 

MINIMUM 
lOT WIDTH 

(FEET) 

E 

REOUIRTO 
FRt5NT YARD 

DEPTH 
(FEET) 

F 

RFOlJiRFn 
SIDE YARD/ 
TOTAL BOTH 

YARDS 
(FEET) 

0 

RFOJIREO 
REAR YARD 

DEPTH 
(FEET) 

H 

PEOUIRFO 
STREET 

FRONT A(JE 
(FEET) 

1 

MAXIMUM 
RlMLOINft 

HEIGHT 
(FEET) 

J 

FLOOR 
AREA 

RATIO 

R 

MINIMUM 
LIVABLE 
FLOOR 

AREA 
(8F) 

L 

nFVELOPMFNT 
COVERAGE 
(PERCENT) 

M 

PERMITTED 
ACCESSORY 

USES 

N 

PFRMTTTFO 
ACCESSORY 

SI(3NS 

0 

MINIMUM 
OFF-STREET 

PARKING 

(SPACES) 

P 

MINIMI fM 
OFF-STREET 

LOADING 
RERTMS 

(BERTHS) 

RBQUKEPt 

RETAIL 
STOftE« 

AND 
BANKS 

EATINO 
AND 

DRINKING 
PLACES 

CLEANTNG 
F5TABL. 

FOR 
r-ICK-UP 1 
nFLlVERY 

ONLY 
IAUNOP-
MATS NOT 
F irCEEO. 
30 HACK. 
CAPACITY 

/o.ooo 
(O.S? AC.) 

iO.OOO 
<0.92 AC.l 

?00 

200 

60 

60 

3 0 / 7 0 

3 0 / 7 0 

30 

30 

N/A 

/ IffCMES 
PER FOOT 
OF DIST. 

TO THE 
NEAREST 

LOT LINE 
Ai-?e.s« 

BS-t©. l9 
e?0-19.S8 
lANK-19.9? 

C>2«.23 

6 INCHES 
PER FOOT 

OF 
OISTANC:E 

TO THE 
NEAREST 

LOT 
LINE 

» ? 0 . 3 FT 

O.S 

O.S 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

ACCESSORY 
P A R N I N O 

ACCESSORY 
LOADING 

ACCESSORY 
SIONS 

MM f firm 
• i T f . t r « f l -

rCTlV ILLUH. 

IV API flNWHKNTA. 
raiT m %9m. 
KT MHTM) 

MIOWtTV L i t * 

LifC. HOT TO 
MtnWCT <t*fT 
DiflTAict. %\m 
MTA • M I X NOT 
c « » t« v . 
roTM. <r MX 

fdCfi a t« r t 
mo0t. m u o 

U M L . t r 1»Tt 
m« » ml** 
•MTHMCCt* 

w/ /#fmvM. n^Mi. 
•MHO 1 MM. n i U 
l i f t nectTMDiM 
i r f t i re ff cvitT. 
c n o r r ro O T I « » 

wcii^i i . , FOA ANV 
STORES: ftulLOlNfl 

i.S SP/I .OOif,fCEEOIMG 
5F OF 0R08? t o , 0 0 0 9F 
FLOOR AREA ^y^ , ^ (^ 

* 1631 SP e^cM 

BANKS] AOOITIONAt 
1 PER 300 10*000 SF 

SF OF FLOCK OF FLOOR 
AREA AREA 

. 13 SP . 3 2 

1 FOR 
EACH 3 
SEATS 

< 60 SP 

1 FOR ANY 
BUIL01N6 

EXCEEDING 
10 ,000 SF 

PLUS 1 FOf 
EACH 

AOOITIONAl 
10 ,000 SF 
OF FLOOR 

AREA 

PROVDBX 

RETAIL 
STORES 

BANK 

EATINd 
PLACES 

N/A 2 9 . 4 7 AC. i.^\ 
60.SI 

S1.S7 EXIST. 
SS.13/130.41 fiS. 13 

EXIST. 22 .3 
-

30 

EXIST. 
24± 

0 . 2 4 

-

-

-

-

ACCESSORY 
PARKING 

ACCESSORY 
LOADING 

ACCESSORY 
SIGNS 

ILLUM. 
StON 

FREE­
STANDING 

SIONS 

4 . 1 3 SP PEf< 
1000 SF 

- I22S SP 

i 5P PER 
300 SF 

1 # * ? R 
3 SEATS 
- 60 SP 

13 

N/A 

N/A 

303,569 
267,000 

E i ^ f l N b V 2 . 3 FT 
REAR SETBA 

"/ N/F EUGENE H. « 
DOROTHY « . REILLY 

T.M. )• 7 1 - 1 - 4 0 

LOADING 

o o o o 

o o 

X'^ LOADING 

' LOADING 

LOADING 

LOADING 

LOADING 

.-.... LOADING 

~ ""TRASH 1" 

LOADING 

/ 

^^ 

LAND 
ALBANY S 

T.M.tt 
L 17G3 

^ 

96 

N 37* 47- S 7 - ^ U 8 / o l 

SERVICE 

CORRDOR 

1.247 SF 

EXISTING 
CALDOR 

84.761 SF 
(INCLUDING 8.823 lOWEn 

LEVEL STORAGE) 

N/F GLEN * RAGINA 
MITCHELL 

;< , T.M. II 7i-l-39 

SITE STATISTICS 
EXISTING ZONEi C ZONE (DESIGN SHOPPING) 
PROPOSED RETAIL* BANK* 4 RESTAURANT PERMITTED 

REQUIRED; 
HIN. LOT AREA • ^0,000 SF 
MIN. LOT FRONTAGE • N/A 
MIN. LOT DEPTH • 200 FT 
MIN. SETBACK, FRONT - 60 FT 

REAR - 30 FT 
SIDE « 30 FT/70 FT 

PROvrOED; 
1*283*612 SF (29.47 AC.) 

382 FT 
461 FT 

60.51 FT 
55.13 FT 

S5.13/130.A1 FT 

COVERAGE: 
BUILDING AREA 
PAVEMENT t SIDEWALK 
OPEN SPACE 

2 6 7 , 5 9 6 SF 
632*574 SF 
383*642 SF 

TOTALi 1*283*812 SF 

20.8* 
49. 3» 
29.9* 
100* 

]-70.1» IMPERVIOUS 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS! 
RETAIL STORES (5.5 SPACE/I*000 SF)«I63I SPACES 

RETAIL AREA 296*406 SF 
BANKS (1 SPACE/300 SF) = 13 SPACES 
RESTAURANTS <1 SPACE/3 SEATS) « 60 SPACES 
TOTAL • 1704 SPACES 

MIN. PARKING SPACE SIZE • 10 FT X 20 FT 

LOADING: 
MIN. NUMBER OF LOADING SPACES = 1 SP/10*000 SF 
MIN. SIZE OF LOADING SPACE - 10 FT UIOE 

1225 SPACES 

13 SPACES 
60 SPACES 
1298 SPACES 

9 FT X 18 FT 

13 
12 FT X 50 FT 

NOTE; 
1. A 213 PARKING SPACE VARIANCE HAS BEEN PREVIOUSLY GRANTED 

BY NEW WINDSOR ZONING BOARD, DATED SEPTEMBER 25* 1989. 

2. A 13 FT 4IN BUILDING HEIGHT VARIANCE HAS BEEN PREVIOUSLY 
GRANTED BY NEU WINDSOR ZONING BOARD* DATED SEPTEMBER 25* 1989. 

TTSI^ 

EXISTING 
SHOPRITE 

70^90 SF 
(INaUDING 6,590 SF 

LOWER LEVEL STORAGE) 

<o 
^ RETAIL BS ^ 

^ 3,000 SF 

• • • ' e G * ' • 

RETAIL B4 ^ 
1,650 SF 

W • \ 

g RETAIL 83 

S 2,234 SF 

1.000 SF 6 6 - ^ 
•mmi^mfmmmmilil. 

e^/.oa 

(n LEU IS Tl-IOHA?;?^ 
CLAUD U RUOIf%^^'S'_ 

RglrWNG WALL /T'T ' ̂  ^^l^l^^Ois 
)f6* HIGH CHAIN '̂  5!:!L "^ ' 

LINK FENCE 

'*#.Vi'5#/^ 

f*^ *^ ^ f ri -^ J 

^ ? ^ 0 = . ' ^/S^i'yW^f^-^.'^BARA REED 

NQTgS: 
1. EXISTING PROPERTY LINE AND TOPOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION HAS BEEN 

TAKEN FROM A PLAN ENTITLED "BOUNDARY A TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY FOR 
BILA FAMILY PARTNERSHIP. TOWN OF NEW UINDSOR. ORANGE COUNTY. 
NEU YORK"* PREPARED BY EUSTANCE A HOROUITZ* P.C. DATED FEBURARY 
27, 1998 AND LAST REVISED MARCH 07, 1998. 

2. TOPOGRAPHY SHOUN TAKEN FORM AERIAL SURVEY DATED AUGUST 26, 1997. 

3. ALL AREAS NOT COVERED BY PAVEMENT* SIDEWALK, OR BUILDINGS ARE TO BE 
COVERED WITH A MIN. OF SIX (6) INCHES OF COMPACTED TOPSOIL-

L. THE MINIMUM 28 DAY COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF CONCRETE SHALL BE 3/500 PSI 
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE IN THE DETAILS. 

5, ALL PROPOSED STRIPING AND PAVEMENT MARKINGS SHALL CONFORM TO NYDOT 
T.M. • îSTAltoARDS. 

6. VERTICAL CONTROL IS BASED ON U.S.C.4G. DATUM 

7. ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE SHOUN IN THERE APPROXIMATE 
LOCATIONS AND SHALL BE FIELD VERIFIED BEFORE CONSTRUCTION 
BY THE CONTRACTOR. 

'̂ "̂ ^̂ irv/ T.M.« 71-1-31.» 
N/F HIGHLAND OPERATING LTD 

PROPOSED 55.13* FT 
SIDE/REAR SETBACK 

R - I O C 

= : 

ITAl 
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> * ; . /r^ 

: 
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HEAVY DUTY 
PAVEMENT 
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UKIVE THRU fo 

fe 'eU*-2i . • 18V 
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3 0 ' 
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UALL ~ 
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(TYP.) 
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t^ 

R« IO ' 
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s 

30 
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PROPOSED 
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UPPER LEVEL 
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«tc W 
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n: 
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